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INTRODUCTION 
A substantial part of the counseling/psychotherapy literature 
has been devoted to researchers' attempts to Isolate and Identify the 
variables which contribute to successful outcomes In counseling. At 
present, researchers have not reached a consensus as to what constitute 
the Ingredients of successful treatment. Instead, when one or more 
variables (e.g., age, race, sex, counseling style) were found to be 
successful predictors of counseling outcomes In one study, results 
In subsequent studies tended to be Inconsistent (Parloff, Waskow, 
& Wolf, 1978). 
Beyond attempts to Isolate specific predictor variables, some 
researchers have focused their efforts on matching client and counselor 
variables as a way of facilitating success in counseling. For example, 
Dougherty (1976) presented tentative evidence suggesting the importance 
of matching the client and counselor on personality and relationship 
variables for positive, therapeutic outcomes. The notion of matching 
has been extended to expectations and preferences that subjects 
hold for the counseling process. 
A number of researchers have addressed expectations for counseling 
both on a descriptive level and with respect to their effect on 
therapeutic outcomes. Researchers have been successful in Identifying 
a number of expectations clients hold for counselors and counseling. 
However, in assessing whether clients' disconfirmed expectations 
exert a negative impact on counseling outcomes, researchers have met 
with mixed results. 
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Similar findings have been noted in the preference literature. 
Descriptive studies have identified a number of preferences held for 
counseling and counselors, while outcome studies have suggested that 
the role of clients' preferences in determining counseling outcomes 
is unclear. Essentially, the question of whether clients' disconfimed 
expectations £r preferences exert a negative impact on counseling 
outcomes remains unanswered. 
In attempting to account for this inconsistency in the literature, 
a number of methodological and procedural criticisms have been voiced. 
In addition, writers have theorized that the concepts of expectation 
and preference need to be approached from a different perspective. 
Duckro, Seal, and George (1979) suggested that expectations and 
preferences might be best studied as distinct variables which are 
related hierarchically. These authors suggested that in order to 
understand the role of clients' expectations and their impact on 
counseling outcomes, one must also look at the preference or importance 
of those expectation variables (e.g.. Did the client want what was 
expected?). If expectations and preferences are related in this way, 
it would seem that outcome studies addressing a variety of important/ 
preferred client expectations might help disentangle the conflicting 
findings in the expectation and preference literature. 
However, before such an outcome study can be undertaken, researchers 
need to identify the expectations and preferences of individuals for 
the particular counseling situation in question. Some preliminary 
descriptive studies of expectations and preferences of general 
student and client populations are available in the literature. 
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However, the literature does appear to be lacking in empirical studies 
addressing the effect of the religious orientation of clients and their 
prospective counselor on clients' expectations or preferences for 
counseling. 
Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) studied Christian and non-Christian 
subjects' expectations for Christian and traditional counseling. To 
counter some of the methodological criticisms raised in the expecta­
tions literature* Pecnik and Epperson utilized an expectancy measure 
that taps a broad range of theoretical expectations including those 
that would seem unique to Christian counseling. The results indicated 
some response patterns that merited further study. First of all, 
Pecnik and Epperson did not find that Christian subjects had differing 
expectations for Christian and traditional counselors despite the 
claimed need for Christian counselors (Bergin, 1980) and the reported 
preference of Christian clients for Christian counselors (King, 1978). 
The results also raised questions about whether the goals and processes 
claimed to be specific to Christian counseling (Collins, 1981) are 
expectancies that subjects hold as distinctive or important to Christian 
counseling. In addition, the response pattern of Christian subjects 
raised the possibility of a social desirability response set operating 
as a mediating factor in Christians' responses. Pecnik and Epperson 
also did not assess the preference or relative importance of the ex­
pectation variables surveyed. 
This research was intended to replicate and extend the work of 
Pecnik and Epperson (1985a). By incorporating a measure of social 
desirability and assessing the relative importance of the counseling 
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expectations in question, this research was designed to clarify some 
of the Issues raised by that study. In essence, this research assessed 
both the expectations and preferences of Christian and non-Christian 
subjects for professional Christian and traditional counselors. 
By carefully differentiating between the concepts of expectation 
and preference, and by utilizing a reliable measure to assess a broad 
range of specifically defined expectations and preferences, this research 
also attempted to correct the methodological problems of earlier studies. 
In doing so, this research was intended to provide a model for future 
descriptive studies which will be requisite precursors to outcome 
research assessing the Impact of clients' important/preferred expecta­
tions. 
Apart from its utility to future outcome studies, descriptive 
research would seem to provide valuable information to counselors 
as they attempt to develop a common conceptualization of the processes 
and goals of therapy with their clients. Specifically, this research 
was Intended to add to our understanding of how a potential client 
population of "Christian" and "non-Christian" university students 
perceives professional Christian counseling as compared to traditional 
counseling. By attempting to obtain a clearer conceptualization of 
what the two student groups both expect and find important in Christian 
counseling, as distinct from traditional counseling, this research 
was also designed to clarify the perceived role of religious processes 
and goals in counseling. Finally, given the paucity of empirical 
literature addressing the specialty of Christian counseling, descriptive 
Information on expectations and preferences for Christian counseling 
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would seem to have definite implications for the profession of Christian 
counseling. This information could be particularly useful in reaching, 
drawing in, and meeting the psychological needs of individuals ex­
pressing the desire for the services of a Christian counselor. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
Expectations and Preferences for Traditional Counseling 
Over the past three decades, numerous psychological studies have 
addressed expectations and preferences for counseling or psychotherapy. 
Most often, researchers have chosen to look at expectations or 
preferences, with only a few studies addressing the two concepts 
simultaneously. Overall, the studies seem to be directed toward one 
of two goals: 1) the description or identification of specific ex­
pectations or preferences for counseling, or 2) the assessment of 
the influence of expectations or preferences on therapeutic outcomes. 
Before reviewing these descriptive and outcome studies, a delineation 
of the two concepts seems in order. 
In some of its earliest applications (e.g., Apfelbaum, 1958), 
the concept of expectation was defined as an anticipation that some 
event will occur. In contrast, the concept of preference might best 
be described as the desire for some event to occur. Despite the ap­
parent distinction between these two concepts, researchers have failed 
in many instances to differentiate clearly between expectations and 
preferences. Rosen (1967) and Duckro, Beal, ar.d George (1979) sug­
gested that subjects in some studies may have Interpreted the concept 
of expectations in such a manner as to Include preferences. Since 
it is virtually impossible to determine how subjects interpreted 
a given researcher's manipulation of the concept of expectations ex 
post facto, this review necessarily categorizes the expectation and 
preference literature by virtue of the terminology used in the actual 
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journal citations. In reviewing this literature, an attempt is made 
to present a representative sample of the available research addressing 
expectations for counseling, preferences for counseling, or both. 
Expectations for traditional counseling 
Social learning theory, as presented by Julian Rotter (1954) 
provides a basis for the concept of expectancy or expectations. 
According to Rotter (1954, p. 107), expectancy is the probability 
held that a particular reinforcement will occur as a function of an 
individual's specific behavior in a given situation. When future 
situations are unknown with respect to possible reinforcement. Rotter 
(1954, p. 208) indicated that behavior will most likely be determined 
by expectations which are appropriate to similar situations. Thus, 
an individual's behavior can be thought of as a function of expecta­
tions. 
Commensurate with social learning theory and the concept of 
role expectations, Bordin (1955) suggested that clients approach 
counseling/psychotherapy with certain expectations about what therapy 
and the therapist will be like. This idea was further substantiated 
by Apfelbaum (1958). In addition, an early review of the literature 
on participants' expectations in therapy indicated that clients' expecta­
tions play an important role in the therapeutic process (Goldstein, 
1962). 
Bernard Apfelbaum (1958) referred to expectations as attitudes 
about the behaviors and motives of others which shape interpersonal 
experience. Apfelbaum suggested that these attitudes (expectations) 
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could mediate the client's Initial encounter with the therapist and 
affect the client's perception of any communication from the therapist. 
Given that clients appear to approach counseling/therapy with certain 
expectations, a number of researchers have attempted to specifically 
Identify those expectations using a variety of measures. 
Descriptive studies As one of the first to empirically look 
at clients' expectations regarding their prospective therapist, 
Apfelbaum (1958) sought to measure those expectations, sort them into 
"types," and subsequently study the properties of the expectancy 
types. He was also interested in the characteristics of clients who 
hold a given type of expectancy. 
Utilizing a Q-sort methodology, Apfelbaum identified three such 
clusters of expectations for therapists, which he labeled Type A, 
Type B, and Type C. Type A expectations were defined as nurturant. 
Clients whose expectations followed Type A expected a great deal of 
nurturance in counseling. Clients with Type A expectations also ex­
pected to be given direction and advice by a therapist who felt they 
needed solace, reassurance, and encouragement. Type C expectations 
were defined as critical. Clients holding these expectations expected 
advice from their therapist, but of a different sort than that expected 
by clients with Type A expectations. Clients with Type C expectations 
expected little nurturance and support from their therapist. Type B 
expectations were defined as model. Clients whose expectations fol­
lowed Type B were less oriented to a give-and-get therapeutic rela­
tionship, and maintained a relatively detached approach to therapy. 
Clients with Type B expectations also expected a tolerant, neutral 
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therapist who would put little pressure oh them as clients. 
Apfelbaum hypothesized that clients holding different expectations 
would respond differently to psychotherapy and would have differential 
impacts on their therapists. Apfelbaum's research indicated support 
for his hypothesis. Clients who held different types of expectations 
had a differential impact on therapy in terms of treatment duration, 
therapeutic improvement, and continuation in therapy. Apfelbaum also 
noted that clients' expectations were strongly held and resistant to 
change. Apfelbaum suggested that clients' expectations of their 
therapists reflected the clients' attitudes toward themselves and their 
world. Apfelbaum felt these expectations were associated with dif­
ferent levels of psychological discomfort. 
Following the preliminary work of Apfelbaum, a number of researchers 
identified clients' expectations for different types of counselors. 
Studies have assessed the expectations of students for residence hall 
counselors vs. counseling center counselors (Holmes & Jacobs, 1972), 
for effective counselors (Workman & Williams, 1979), and counseling in 
general (Tinsley & Harris, 1976). Sobel and O'Brien (1979) measured 
subjects' expectations that counseling would be successful given the 
counselor's theoretical orientation, while Proctor and Rosen (1981) 
addressed the issue of expectations for the counselor's race. 
Other researchers have focused on identifying the counseling ex­
pectations for different client populations. Garfield and Wolpin 
(1963) identified the counseling expectations of psychiatric outpatients, 
while Kupst and Schulman (1979) compared the counseling expectations 
of mental health professionals and lay persons. Other researchers have 
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surveyed expectations of Asian students (Tan, 1967), Chinese, Iranian, 
and African students (Yuen & Tlnsley, 1981), Japanese-Americans 
(Nakama, 1980), blacks (Fields, 1982), and minority groups (Shaw, 
1981). Finally, researchers have looked at counseling expectations 
as a function of the client's gender, the counselor's gender, and type 
of problem (Hardin & Yanlco, 1983; Subich, 1983). 
Outcome studies In addition to descriptive studies of expecta­
tions for counseling, a number of studies have attempted to assess 
the Influence of clients' expectations on therapy outcomes. Several 
of these studies addressed the issue of premature termination as it 
relates to clients' expectations for the counseling process. Heine 
and Trosman (1960) administered a questionnaire which assessed client 
expectations for the kind of help they would receive and their views 
on how help would be given to them. In looking at the level of 
continuance in therapy, Heine and Trosman found that mutuality of 
expectation between client and therapist appeared to be most signifi­
cant to a client's persistance in psychotherapy. Sandler (1975) 
reported results commensurate with Heine and Trosman, suggesting that 
long-term commitment was facilitated when the client and therapist 
shared congruent role expectations. 
In addition to reporting results that demonstrated a relationship 
between continuation in therapy and supportive expectations, Horenstein 
(1974) suggested that such expectations also contributed to therapeutic 
outcomes. Disconfirmation of expectations was thought to be relatively 
more important in contributing to unsuccessful therapy than the 
confirmation of expectations was in contributing to successful therapy. 
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However, Frank (1968) also suggested that' effectiveness in therapy 
could be enhanced if clients' expectations about therapy could be 
brought in line with what actually would occur. More clear support 
for the relationship between expectations and therapeutic outcome 
was given by Gulas (1974). Gulas presented data which indicated 
that congruence in client-therapist role expectations appears to be 
related to improvement in short-term psychotherapy. 
Other researchers have addressed the relationship between satis­
faction with therapy and client expectations. Isard and Sherwood 
(1964) found that counselor style had no effect on the client's satis­
faction with counseling as long as the counselor's style was similar 
to the client's expectations of what therapy would be like. Gladstein 
(1969) also found a similar relationship between client expectations 
and satisfaction with therapy, although he noted that clients do 
not need to have all of their expectations met. Rather, clients will 
be generally satisfied if at least some of their expectations are met. 
Krause, Fitzsimmons, and Wolf (1969) investigated the effect 
of clarifying clients' expectations of therapy during their first 
several interviews. It was found that efforts to clarify expectations 
for treatment, so that the client had more realistic expectations, 
had some enhancing effects on the client's level of motivation. How­
ever, the effects were small and unreliable across different therapists. 
Along the same line, Heilbrun (1972) investigated the effects of 
briefing (shaping the client's expectations) prior to the initial 
contact with their therapist. Heilbrun's results suggested that pro­
viding prior information to the client concerning the style of the 
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interview can, under certain circumstances, influence the client's 
level of satisfaction with therapy and increase the probability that 
the client will continue in counseling. Other research has provided 
less convincing support for the use of shaping procedures (Gordon, 
1983; Holliday, 1979). 
The forementioned research indicates support for the assumption 
that confirmation of clients' expectations regarding counseling and 
the counselor's role has a positive influence on the therapeutic 
process. However, a review of the literature on expectations for 
counseling reports a contradictory conclusion (Duckro, Seal, & 
George, 1979). This ambiguity in the literature has led some researchers 
to critically review the methodology employed in expectations re­
search. 
Critique of the descriptive and outcome studies Duckro et al. 
(1979) and Venzor, Gillis, and Seal (1976) have suggested that some 
of the inconsistency in the expectancy literature may be a function 
of the methodologies used to assess expectancy. These writers indicated 
that expectancy measures have suffered from insufficient reliability, 
and have utilized imprecise, global definitions of expectancies 
rather than specifically defined behavioral expectations for the 
counselor or counseling situation in question. 
Indeed, with few exceptions, these criticisms of the experimental 
methodology hold true for the descriptive and outcome literatures 
reviewed here. Many of the descriptive studies addressed a limited 
number of potential client expectations or looked at a variety of 
expectations using instruments for which no reliability data was 
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reported. The outcome literature also seems relatively devoid of 
studies which address a variety of specifically defined expectations 
and their effect on therapeutic processes. 
In view of Duckro et al.'s (1979) methodological criticisms 
and the shortcomings of previous expectancy measures, Tinsley, Work­
man, and Kass (1980) developed the Expectations About Counseling (EÂC) 
questionnaire. The EÂC was constructed with the goal of assessing 
the relevant expectancies a prospective client might hold. In ad­
dition to focusing on the counselor's behaviors and attitudes as had 
past researchers (e.g., Apfelbaum, 1958; Lorr, 1965), Tinsley et al. 
included clients' expectancies regarding their own attitudes and be­
haviors as well as the probability of success in counseling. The 
resulting 135-item instrximent consisted of 17 scales with median internal 
consistency reliability of .82. 
In developing the EAC, Tinsley et al. (1980) have provided re­
searchers with an instrument with demonstrated reliability that as­
sesses more precisely defined expectancies. As such, the EAC has 
countered some of the previously noted shortcomings of other expectancy 
measures. A few researchers have used the EAC in their descriptive 
studies of counseling expectations (e.g., Hardin & Yanico, 1983; Pecnik 
& Epperson, 1985a; Subich, 1983). Recently, Tinsley, Brown, de St. 
Aubin, and Lucek (1984) used a brief form of the EAC to measure 
students' expectancies for helping inteirviews with seven campus 
help providers. Tinsley et al. (1984) also noted a relationship between 
students' expectancies about counseling and their reported tendency 
to seek help. Whether the implementation of the EAC will facilitate 
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clarification of the role of confirmation/disconfirmation of clients' 
expectations on therapeutic outcome, however, remains to be seen. 
Summary This review of the literature on expectations for 
counseling suggests that, at present, the role of clients' expecta­
tions in counseling is unclear. Duckro et al. (1979) suggested that 
previous research was flawed by the use of inadequate measures of 
expectations. The development of the EAC (Tinsley, Workman, & Kass, 
1980) represents a methodological improvement over many of the instru­
ments used to identify clients' expectations. In order to clarify 
the relationship between expectations and counseling outcomes, pre­
liminary descriptive research utilizing the EAC will be important 
in assessing clients' expectations. Once the expectations of a given 
client population are identified, researchers can then address 
whether confirmation of those expectations is important to counseling 
outcomes. 
Preferences for traditional counseling 
Preferences for different characteristics of counselors or counseling 
is another area of the psychological literature that has been quite 
heavily explored (cf. Rosen, 1967). Rosen (1967) noted in his review 
that potential and actual clients approach therapy with both implicit 
and explicit notions about what variables are important or desired 
in counseling. As in the literature on expectations, researchers 
have not only been concerned with identifying and describing clients' 
preferences but also with exploring the effects of clients' preferences 
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on counseling outcomes. These two lines bf research are reviewed 
separately. 
Descriptive studies The identification of preferences for a 
number of counselor characteristics has been the focus of many 
writers. Studies have addressed preferences for "ideal" therapists 
(Greenberg & Zeldow, 1980; Hartlage & Sperr, 1980), for intimate vs. 
nonintimate therapists (Mindingall, 1982), and for peer vs. professional 
counselors (McCants, 1982). Other writers have looked at preferences 
for different help sources as a function of the type of problem for 
which help might be sought (Cook et al., 1984; Tinsley, de St. Aubin, 
& Brown, 1982; Tryon, 1980). Preferences for counselors' response 
styles or theoretical approaches have also been Identified in the 
literature (Cashen, 1979; Holen & Kinsey, 1975; Sobel, 1979). 
On a more concrete level, preferences for particular counselor 
demographic variables have been noted in the literature. Preferences 
for counselor gender (e.g.. Fuller, 1964; Johnson, 1978; Walker & 
Stake, 1978), counselor age (e.g., Bouleware & Holmes, 1970), and 
counselor race (e.g., Gilsdorf, 1978; Thompson & Cimbolic, 1978) are 
cited frequently in the literature. The counselor's experience with 
a given presenting problem (Celotta & Bode, 1982), as well as the 
counselor's manner of dress (Littrell & Littrell, 1982) have been 
addressed as preference variables. 
The preferences of different client populations have also been 
identified in the literature. However, an overview of these preferences 
should be prefaced by the acknowledgment that most often these studies 
have looked at a very limited number of preference variables for a 
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given population. The preferences of various ethnic or racial groups 
(i.e., blacks, Mexican-Americans, American Indians) have been noted 
in the literature, particularly with respect to preferences for the 
counselor's race (e.g., Abott, Tollefson, & McDermott, 1982; Gilsdorf, 
1978; Haviland, Horswill, O'Connell, & Dynneson, 1983; Sanchez & 
Atkinson, 1983). Other researchers have identified preferences of the 
elderly (Donnan & Mitchell, 1979), of disadvantaged students (Gordon 
& Grantham, 1979), of disabled students (Strohmer & Phillips, 1985), 
and of juvenile delinquents (Taylor, 1982) for some counselor charac­
teristics such as age, sex, or race. 
Relatively few researchers have addressed preferences for 
counseling by employing a comprehensive pool of preference variables. 
For example, by using an adjective checklist with 19 scales, Greenberg 
and Zeldow (1980) looked at sex differences in preference for 19 
therapist qualities (i.e., autonomy, nurturance, self-confidence, 
deference, self-control, achievement, dominance, endurance, order, 
lability, aggression, affiliation, change, succorance, abasement, 
heterosexuality, personal adjustment, intraception, exhibition). 
A second study (Tinsley & Benton, 1978), also looked at a variety of 
preference variables (i.e., expertise, genuineness, acceptance, trust, 
outcome, understanding, directiveness, counseling procedures) in its 
exploration of students' preferences. Although these studies have 
addressed a broader range of preference variables, they only begin 
to tap preferences specific to different client populations and 
counselors. More descriptive research of a comprehensive nature 
is needed to identify the preferences of given client populations. 
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Outcome studies Operating under the hypothesis that failure 
to meet the client's preferences for certain counseling or counselor 
characteristics will lead to less effective processes and outcomes In 
counseling, researchers have explored a number of preferences for 
counseling and their relationship to counseling outcomes. Devine and 
Femald (1973) explored the relationship between clients' preferred 
mode of therapy and therapeutic outcomes. Their results indicated 
that clients who were assigned to their preferred therapy mode ex­
perienced more positive outcomes upon completion of therapy. These 
researchers suggested that receiving a preferred or nonpreferred mode 
of therapy was a more Important factor in outcome than the type of 
therapy actually utilized. Ziemelis (1974) also found some support 
for matching counselors and clients in terms of their preferences. 
Ziemelis noted that this matching strongly affected the quality of 
in vivo interview behavior as noted by nonparticlpant observers. 
Further, Richert (1983) Indicated theoretical support for matching 
clients and counselors according to role preferences. Richert sug­
gested that such matching could facilitate interpersonal attraction 
and thereby enhance the therapeutic relationship. 
Although these studies indicate some support for the utility of 
acknowledging and meeting clients' preferences, the literature is 
equivocal. For example, Duckro and George (1979) addressed clients' 
preferences for counselor directiveness and found no support for the 
hypothesis that failure to meet clients' preferences would adversely 
affect the counseling interview. Other studies have reported that 
clients' levels of self-exploration and self-disclosure were not 
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facilitated by receiving one's preference'for counselor race (Crump, 
1980) or therapeutic treatment (Vllleco, 1982). In addition, one 
study reported the ability to experimentally modify or shape preferences 
for therapists' response styles prior to the therapeutic interaction 
(Duckro, Beal, & George, 1978). Those authors inferred that some 
preferences may be modifiable within the context of therapy itself, 
and therefore not serve as a disruptive influence on the relation­
ship. 
Critique of the descriptive and outcome studies The body of 
literature on preferences for counseling and counseling outcomes has 
little conclusive evidence to offer. As with the expectations litera­
ture, most researchers have failed to look at a comprehensive pool of 
preference variables in their descriptive studies. Often studies have 
employed only a small number of vaguely defined preference variables. 
In his discussion of the effects of similarity between clients 
and therapists, Ross (1977) offered some suggestions which may be 
relevant to explaining the ambiguity in the relationship between 
preference and outcome in the literature. Although researchers have 
looked at the similarity of clients and counselors on a number of 
variables and the resulting effect on outcome, Ross indicated that 
studies have not addressed the relative importance of those variables 
to clients. Perhaps researchers need to determine which of a number 
of variables are important to clients, and assess therapeutic outcomes 
in terms of those important variables. For example, a client's 
preference for a male or female counselor is informative only to the 
degree that counselor gender is an important variable to the client. 
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It may be that the present studies on preferences and outcome have 
failed to consistently select variables that are definitely Important 
or relevant to the client in counseling. 
Summary Further research will need to establish whether Ross' 
(1977) contention about the importance of counseling variables will 
prove to be useful in clarifying the relationship between clients' 
preferences and therapeutic outcomes. To facilitate studies of that 
nature, researchers will need to utilize a more comprehensive pool 
of characteristics of counseling and counselors in their descriptive 
studies of preferences, and attempt to identify those preferred charac­
teristics which are most important to potential or actual clients. 
Studies which then address the similarity of clients and counselors on 
a number of important preference variables, as well as the resulting 
effect on counseling outcomes, may add to our understanding of the role 
of clients' preferences in determining therapeutic outcomes. 
Expectations and preferences for traditional counseling 
A smaller body of literature has concerned Itself with the simul­
taneous exploration of expectations and preferences for counseling. 
Researchers in this area also have presented both descriptive and out­
come studies. These studies are reviewed below. 
Descriptive studies Dreman and Dolev (1976) attempted to 
Identify students' expectations and preferences for available counseling 
services and the counselor's behavior. The results indicated that sub­
jects wanted (preferred) more counseling services than they thought 
(expected) were available. In terms of counselor behavior, students 
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generally wanted (preferred) the counselor to be more active than they 
expected him/her to be. This greater preference for counselor activity 
seemed to be specific to the areas of behavioral change, symptom 
removal and participation in outreach/consultation services. In a 
similar study using a client population, Dreman (1977) found that 
expectations and preferences were more congruent than the previous study 
with students. However, like the students, clients preferred a more 
active therapist who facilitates cognitive and behavioral change and 
symptom removal. 
Focusing on a very limited number of expectations and preferences, 
Yanico and Hardin (1985) sought to determine the relative influence 
of two expectancies on preferences for counselor gender. Yanico and 
Hardin found that the expectancy for the counselor's ability to be 
understanding was generally a stronger and more consistent correlate 
of preference for the counselor's gender than the expectancy that the 
counselor would be knowledgeable/expert. 
Finally, in a comparative study of expectations and preferences 
for counseling across a range of counselor•and client behaviors, Tiiisley 
and Benton (1978) found that students' preferences generally exceeded 
their expectations. Using a precursor to the Expectations About 
Counseling (EAC) instrument (Tinsley, Workman, & Kass, 1980), Tinsley 
and Benton found that students' preferences exceeded their expectations 
with respect to several counseling procedures, counseling outcomes, 
and the genuineness, expertise, trustworthiness, and understanding of 
the counselor. 
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Outcome studies To this writer ' s" knowledge, there Is very 
little empirical data addressing both expectations and preferences, 
and their impact on counseling outcomes. Nottingham (1978) reported 
results that suggested that congruence between subjects' expectations 
or preferences for therapist self-disclosure and actual self-disclosure 
had a significantly positive effect on subjects' perceptions of an 
audiotaped therapist. 
On the other hand, several writers have failed to find a relation­
ship between client-counselor congruence in expectations or preferences 
and success Indicators in counseling. Carlson (1981) hypothesized 
that clients' preferences for specific therapy approaches would be 
more important than expectations in predicting persistence in 
and satisfaction with therapy. Carlson also predicted that clients 
who had similar values to their therapists regarding therapy would 
be more satisfied with therapy and be less likely to drop out. 
Degree of similarity in values regarding therapy was found to be 
unrelated to premature termination or satisfaction with therapy. 
In addition, Carlson's results failed to find either expectations 
or preferences to be useful predictors of satisfaction with counseling. 
Similar results were obtained by Hoffman (1982), who found no relation­
ship between patient-therapist role expectancy or role preference 
congruence and premature termination. Finally, looking only at the 
variable of counselor race. Proctor and Rosen (1981) found no rela­
tionship between clients' expectations and preferences, and drop out 
and satisfaction with treatment. 
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Critique and summary of descriptive and outcome studies The 
research which simultaneously addresses both expectations and preferences 
is sparse, and as before, when outcome is considered, the results are 
equivocal. Studies both support and refute the notion that similarity 
between clients' and therapists' expectations and/or preferences is 
beneficial to counseling. Several factors may account for this 
ambiguity. First of all, researchers addressing counseling outcomes 
have limited their studies to such an extent that they address only 
a single or global preference variable, which may or may not be 
relevant or Important to the client population. 
Second, it is not always possible to tell if researchers have 
been careful in differentiating between the concepts of expectation 
and preference (cf. Duckro et al., 1979; Rosen, 1967). Indeed, 
Duckro et al. (1979) suggested that the failure to distinguish 
between what a client expects (anticipates) and what a client prefers 
(desires) may be one reason for the ambiguous findings in the expecta­
tions and outcome literature. The same criticism may hold for the 
expectations and preference literature. 
Duckro et al. (1979) has proposed that the two concepts, expecta­
tions and preferences, need to be studied as distinct entitles while 
being aware of a possible hierarchical relationship between the two. 
Essentially, Duckro et al. (1979) Indicated that expectations could 
not be understood without simultaneously addressing preferences. 
Citing the work of Helson (1964) and Shaw (1955) as a basis for under­
standing the relationship between expectations and preferences, Duckro 
et al. (1979) Indicated that expectations could be dlsconflrmed In a 
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desired or undeslred direction. That Is,"If an event occurs and Is 
more desirable than expected. It will lead to a positive result and 
approach motivation. Conversely, If an event occurs that is less de­
sirable than expected, a negative result will occur and will lead to 
avoidance. Therefore, to predict the impact of a client's disconfirmed 
expectations on counseling, one must also have knowledge of the client's 
preferences. Duckro et al. (1979) concluded that the question of 
confirmation/dlsconfirmation was too simple; one must also consider 
the role of preference (e.g.. Did the person want what was expected?). 
Following the conclusions of Duckro et al. (1979), Vandecreek 
and Angstadt (1985) studied the effects of subjects' expectations 
(anticipations) and preferences for counselor self-disclosure on per­
ceptions of a counselor and the counseling process. Vandecreek and 
Angstadt concluded that neither the expectation or preference variable 
alone was sufficient to produce the usual expectancy effect. However, 
subjects whose preferences and expectations for counselor self-disclosure 
were commensurate and confirmed by a videotaped, self-disclosing 
therapist rated the therapist more favorably than those who viewed a 
nondisclosing therapist. In contrast, when subjects who preferred and 
expected a nondisclosing therapist found their expectations and 
preferences confirmed by the videotaped therapist, they generally gave 
the therapist lower ratings than when the taped therapist was self-
disclosing (disconfirmlng their expectations and preferences). Based 
on these results, Vandecreek and Angstadt concurred with Duckro, Seal, 
and George (1979) and suggested that clients' expectations for counseling 
are part of a multidimensional process. They also supported the idea 
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that research needs to make a distinction between the concepts of 
expectation (anticipation) and preference. 
Although the descriptive studies looking at both expectations 
and preferences have pointed to the possible hierarchical relationship 
between the two concepts, the outcome literature does not appear to 
capitalize on that relationship to any great extent. It would seem 
that researchers might begin to disentangle the conflicting findings 
in both the expectation and preference literatures if studies began 
addressing a variety of -expectation variables for which clients' 
preferences were known. 
Summary 
This portion of the literature review presented a representative 
overview of the research in the areas of expectations for counseling, 
preferences for counseling, and expectations and preferences for 
counseling. All three areas addressed, at least in part, expectations 
and/or preferences for counseling as they relate to counseling out­
comes. In addition, descriptive accounts of these expectations 
and/or preferences for some client and nonclient populations were 
provided. 
In terms of outcome studies, the literature on expectations, 
preferences, and expectations and preferences has been equivocal. 
In most Instances, researchers seem to have been operating under 
the assumption that clients' disconfirmed expectations or unmet 
preferences exert a negative influence on the therapeutic process. 
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Based on the available literature, the question remains essentially 
unanswered. 
Ross' (1977) contention that the relative importance of counseling 
variables to clients may be an important factor in whether client-
counselor similarity on those variables leads to successful outcomes 
may be relevant here. At the least, it points to the need for re­
searchers to focus on the preferences of clients in an attempt to 
isolate those variables which are important to clients. Further sup­
port for this position is found in Duckro et al.'s (1979) presentation 
of a model which suggests the hierarchical interrelationship of 
expectations and preferences. 
At a descriptive level, all three bodies of literature (expecta­
tions, preferences, expectations and preferences) suffer from methodologi­
cal flaws. The failure of some studies to specifically differentiate 
between the concepts of expectation and preference has been alluded 
to several times in this review. 
Particularly in the expectations literature, but also in the 
other literature, studies have employed instruments with questionable 
reliability. In addition, these studies have also utilized instruments 
with imprecise, global definitions of particular expectations or 
preferences rather than concretely defined behavioral expectations or 
preferences. One notable exception to this criticism has been the 
development and use of Tinsley, Workman, and Kass' EAC (1980). How­
ever, this instrument has yet to be used to any great extent with a 
number of potential client and counselor populations. 
Overall, the literature points to the need for additional empirical 
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studies which attempt to differentiate more carefully between the 
concepts of expectation and preference and to delineate the relation­
ship between the two concepts. Initially, descriptive studies are 
needed to identify potential clients' expectations for counseling as 
well as to determine the preference or relative importance of those 
expected counseling variables. When the importance of such variables 
is established, outcome studies will be able to manipulate the 
confirmation/disconfirmation of those important (preferred) expected 
variables and assess their impact on counseling outcomes. 
Some preliminary descriptive studies of expectations and 
preferences of general student and client populations are reported 
in the literature (e.g., Dreman, 1977; Tinsley & Benton, 1978). 
However, the literature does appear to be lacking in empirical studies 
addressing the counseling expectations and preferences of people of 
various religious orientations, or the expectations and preferences 
of people in general for counselors using a religious orientation 
in their counseling. 
Expectations and Preferences for Christian Counseling 
Research has shown that therapy is a value-laden enterprise 
where the cultural values and therapist's values pervade the therapeutic 
process (Bergin, 1980; Collins & Tournquist, 1981; Worthington & 
Scott, 1983). 
From a religious perspective, it has been suggested that mental 
and spiritual health are inseparable (Clinebell, 1969). Several writers 
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have indicated the need to consider the religious or theistic belief 
systems of the client (e.g., Bergin, 1980; Strunk, 1979). Further, 
Lee (1979) noted that for some religious people, the religion of 
the therapist can be important. Because the goals established in 
counseling are affected by one's system of values and because a 
portion of society has expressed a commitment to the Christian ethic, 
it would appear that Christian counseling has a necessary place in 
the realm of professional counseling (Crabb, 1975, p. 110; King, 
1978). 
Although not all Christian counselors would agree, there is 
some consensus among those in the profession that the principles of 
psychology can play an integral role in Christian counseling (e.g.. 
Carter, 1980; Collins, 1981; Worthington, 1986). Thus, Christian 
counseling can be perceived as a "synthesis of psychological procedures 
for achieving therapeutic change in an interview with the values and 
realities of faith in Jesus Christ" (Strong, 1980, p. 589). 
The literature on Christian counseling is diverse, and it might 
appear that every writer professing a Christian perspective has his 
or her own definition of Christian counseling (cf. Worthington, 
1986). Some of the confusion stems from the variety of labels 
given to Christian counseling, for example, pastoral counseling and 
Biblical counseling. Although proponents for each of the labeled 
varieties of Christian counseling might not concur, it would seem 
that the labels employed are referring to the same, or very similar, 
orientation in counseling. 
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Overall, the literature focusing on religiously-oriented counseling 
seems to indicate that the degree of training of such counselors 
falls along a continuum from pastors with limited or no specialized 
training in counseling to Individuals (pastors or lay persons) with 
specialized advanced training in psychology and theology. Collins 
(1979, 1981) and Collins and Toumquist's (1981) delineation of 
pastoral helpers and professional helping people as distinct groups 
seems to specify the two ends of this continuum. Pastoral helpers 
are those individuals who may be only partially trained in mental 
health matters. Professional helping people (hereafter called profes­
sional Christian counselors) are those Christians with advanced 
training in psychology and theology. The present research focused on 
this second group, professional Christian counselors. At least one 
author (Collins, 1981) has suggested that professional Christian 
counselors have a distinctive. Christian orientation to some of their 
counseling work. 
Collins (1981) theoretically compared and contrasted professional 
Christian counselors with traditional professional counselors. He 
suggested that Christian counseling is based upon a unique set of 
presuppositions which influence its therapeutic goals and helping 
techniques. Both the Christian and traditional counselor would probably 
agree that personal problems can be a function of disease, social-
environmental factors, and psychological pressures. However, the 
Christian would also acknowledge the influence of the supernatural in 
his/her life and the influence of sin in his/her life. Collins (1981) 
also indicated that professional Christian and traditional counselors 
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share some similar therapeutic goals. However, the Christian would also 
be concerned with enhancing spiritual growth, helping counselees ex­
perience forgiveness, teaching Biblical truths, encouraging the confes­
sion of sins, and helping clients grow as disciples of Christ. Christian 
and traditional counselors employ similar techniques, according to 
Collins, but the Christian may also pray with clients, refer to the 
Bible during counseling, discuss God and spiritual matters, and dis­
courage behavior that contradicts scripture. Thus, according to 
Collins' description, the professional Christian counselor would ap­
pear to have a distinctive role in the counseling profession. 
Expectations for Christian counselors 
At present, the literature is unclear about clients' expectations 
of the Christian counselor's role. Relatively few researchers have 
addressed the issue of expectancies for counseling from a Christian 
or religious perspective. The findings of those few investigations 
are summarized below. 
In an anecdotal manner, Irion (1953) discussed the expectations 
parishioners hold for counseling with a pastor. Irion Indicated that 
the pastor was expected to be a moral judge, a disciplinarian, and 
an authoritarian. It was also suggested that parishioners expect to 
receive assistance in helping themselves and expect friendly pastoral 
interest. 
Posovac and Hartung (1977) addressed the question of whether 
clients and other nonprofessionals perceived pastoral counseling 
centers as markedly different from other sources of psychotherapy. 
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New clients were asked directly why they had come to a pastoral counseling 
center rather than some other agency. Former clients of the pastoral 
counseling center were surveyed regarding their experiences at the 
center. In addition, university students were asked about their percep­
tions of different sources of counseling (one of which was clergy) 
with respect to length of therapy and severity of problems dealt with 
by each source. Of the new clients, only 20% chose the pastoral 
counseling center because they expected religion to be Involved in 
counseling, with an additional 38% attending because of referrals 
from clergy. The majority of the former clients reported that they 
obtained what they expected through counseling. The college students 
made few distinctions among the various counseling sources with 
respect to severity of emotional problems treated or length of time 
therapy would take. Posovac and Hartung did not Identify or report 
specific client expectations other than those reported by the university 
students (i.e., length of therapy, severity of problem). 
Tlsdale (1979) interviewed clients subsequent to their initial 
interview at a pastoral counseling center to assess their expectations 
of pastoral counseling. Clients were asked if they expected to find 
anything different at a pastoral counseling center than what they 
might find at a community mental health clinic or in private therapy. 
Subjects were asked to elaborate on their affirmative responses and 
completed several surveys including an assessment of intrinsic and 
extrinsic religious values. Fifty-two percent of the sample believed 
that the pastoral counseling center was different from other sources 
of help in some way. Only about half of them described the difference 
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using religious terms. 
In a more direct study of expectancies for pastoral counseling, 
Wilson (1978) developed the Pastoral Counseling Expectancy Inventory 
(FCEI) based on Âpfelbaum's (1958) three psychotherapeutic expectancy 
types and two types of expectations related to the ministerial role. 
The two types of ministerial roles were labeled Type I and Type II. 
Type I ministerial role expectations were described as growth oriented 
and concerned with the welfare of the person. Type II ministerial 
role expectations were described as being oriented toward one's spiritual 
life. 
Thirty-nine clients from three pastoral counseling centers 
responded to the PCEI and a demographic questionnaire. Thus, Wilson 
studied three variables: expectations peculiar to the ministry, 
psychotherapeutic expectations (Âpfelbaum's types A, B, and C), and 
demographic characteristics of the clients. None of Apfelbaum's 
expectation types was dominant in the subject sample. Clients seeking 
pastoral counseling also did not appear to have predominantly Type I 
or Type II ministerial role expectations. 
The studies that have addressed expectations for Christian 
(pastoral) counseling have, for the most part, failed to adequately 
define the specific population of counselors studied, particularly in 
terms of the counselor's level of training or experience. These 
studies have also focused on the unique qualities of pastoral 
counseling by employing rather indirect comparisons to traditional 
counseling (counseling without a religious orientation). Further, 
with the exception of Wilson (1978), these studies have addressed 
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only a limited number of expectations. 
In a study designed to build upon previous research by assessing 
the expectations for a specifically defined group of religiously 
oriented counselors (professional Christian counselors), Pecnlk and 
Epperson (1985a) compared students' expectations for professional 
Christian counselors and professional counselors with a traditional 
approach to counseling. Pecnlk and Epperson employed the Expecta­
tions About Counseling: Brief Form (EAC-BF) (Tlnsley, 1982) designed 
to tap a broad range of theoretical expectations. The EAC-BF was 
also modified to include expectations thought to be unique to Christian 
counselors. Subjects were requested to give their expectations for 
a counselor described to them as either a professional Christian 
counselor or as a traditional counselor. Using a measure of evangelical/ 
conservative Christianity, the Shepherd Scale (Bassett et al., 
1981), Pecnlk and Epperson also explored the effect of the subject's 
religious orientation on expectations for counseling. In addition, 
the effect of subjects' sex on expectations was also considered. 
Pecnlk and Epperson (1985a) reported main effects for subjects' 
sex, counselor orientation (Christian vs. traditional) and subjects' 
religious orientation (Christian vs. non-Christian). The sex dif­
ferences in expectation were consistent with those of other re­
searchers (e.g., Hardin & Yanico, 1983; Sublch, 1983) and with the 
literature on males' and females' interactional styles (e.g., Bakan, 
1966). 
With respect to counselor's orientation, subjects expected the 
traditional counselor to be more expert and effective than the Christian 
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counselor. Subjects also expected the Christian counselor to more 
overtly demonstrate religious behavior than the traditional counselor. 
However, despite the quantitative difference between the expectations 
for religious behaviors for the two counselors, the relatively small 
magnitude of the difference raised the question of whether the goals 
and processes claimed to be specific to Christian counseling are ex­
pectancies that subjects hold as distinctive or important to Christian 
counseling. Further, the lack of an interaction between counselor's 
orientation and subject's religious orientation suggested that Christians 
do not really expect different things from counselors of different 
orientations. This is puzzling in light of the literature suggesting 
that Christians usually desire Christian counselors (King, 1978). 
The main effect for subjects' religious orientation also warrants 
some consideration. Subjects scoring in the upper third of all scores 
on the Shepherd Scale were labeled "Christian" for the purposes of 
the study, while those with scores in the lower third were labeled 
"non-Christian," In terms of their expectations for counseling. 
Christians held more favorable expectations for the counselor and 
counseling itself than did non-Christians. Christians also appeared 
to present themselves as would "good" clients. The most salient 
explanation for this pattern of responding seemed to be the operation 
of a social desirability response set. A connection between re-
ligiousity and this response set has been suggested in the literature 
(Batson, Naifeh, & Pate, 1978; Crandall & Gozali, 1966). An alternate 
explanation of this response pattern was also reported by Pecnik and 
Epperson. These authors suggested that Christians may have an attitudinal 
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set of acceptance and tolerance which results In their more favorable 
role expectations for themselves as clients and for the prospective 
counselor. However, the empirical data offer little clear support 
for this alternative explanation (cf. Batson & Ventis, 1982). 
Although Fecnik and Epperson (1985a) presented results which 
contribute to our understanding of clients' expectations for a specific 
group of counselors — professional Christian counselors, some questions 
remain. Clearly, the role of religious behaviors needs to be clarified. 
Religious behaviors seem to be theoretically linked to Christian 
counseling, yet Pecnik and Epperson found that subjects did not hold 
substantial expectations for their occurrence in Christian counseling. 
Further, the question of differing response patterns between Christian 
and non-Christian subjects merits some exploration. In attempting to 
clarify these response patterns, researchers need to address the pos­
sibility of social desirability as a mediating factor. 
Preferences for Christian counselors 
Very little has been written about the preferences people have 
for Christian counseling, or more generally, the preferences people 
have for counseling with a religious orientation. Rosen (1967) indicated 
that studies were needed to determine clients' preferences for the 
counselors' religion. However, only a few researchers have addressed 
the issue, and only a limited number of counseling preferences have been 
addressed. 
Somervlll, Barrios, Fleming, Relher, and Fish (1982) assessed 
college students' preferences for different kinds of helpers. The only 
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major finding of their study was that females demonstrated a preference 
for counselors who were more religious. King (1978) presented tenta­
tive evidence which suggested that evangelical Christians usually 
desire counseling from someone who is also a Christian. Strong (1980) 
has also proposed that Christians prefer counseling from Christian 
counselors. 
On a more empirical level, Morgan (1982) presented evidence that 
conservative or evangelical Christians found it important to seek 
help from someone with similar religious beliefs. Dougherty and 
Worthlngton (1982) sought to assess conservative and moderate Christians' 
preferences for four different authors' approaches to Christian 
counseling. Although their research was presented as a preference 
study, subjects' expectations for change/efficacy through counseling 
were included as preference variables. Christian subjects. Identified 
by a value survey, rated each approach to Christian counseling on the 
basis of expected change In a described client, personal religious 
similarity to the counselor, and the approach's reliance on Biblical 
principles. Further, the four approaches were rank-ordered according 
to expected effectiveness, likelihood of referring others to such a 
counselor, liking for the approach, authority of scripture, and reliance 
on Biblical principles. Dougherty and Worthlngton found differences 
among the four Christian counselors on all of the indices, except 
the ranking of the counselor's reliance on Biblical principles. In 
general, all four Christian counseling approaches were rated positively 
by the Christian participants, although there were some distinct 
preferences between the various approaches. 
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In a replication and extension of Dougherty and Worthlngton's 
research, Worthlngton and Gascoyne (1985) utilized a sample of self-
labeled Christians and non-Christlans In exploring preferences for 
different authors' approaches to Christian counseling. The authors 
employed largely the same preference indices, and also Included an 
additional (fifth) author's approach to Christian counseling. Worthlngton 
and Gascoyne reported that for the five counseling approaches. Christians 
differed from non-Christlans In terms of the counselor's similarity 
to their personal religious approach, their liking of the counseling 
approaches, the emphasis of religion in counseling, and the likelihood 
of referring others to such a counselor. For each of those indices, 
Christians indicated a greater level of affirmation. No differences 
were reported between Christian and non-Christian subjects in terms 
of the counselor's performance (expectation of effectiveness, use of 
Biblical principles, and authoritative use of scripture). Regardless 
of their religiosity, subjects differentiated between the five 
Christian counseling approaches in terms of effectiveness, counseling 
style, and likelihood of referral. 
Worthlngton and Gascoyne (1985) also looked at differences within 
the Christian subjects. Worthlngton and Gascoyne noted that the more 
theologically conservative the subject, the more likely he or she was 
to have positive expectations for change, to perceive the counselors 
as having similar values, and to view the counselors as more appealing 
and as more likely referral sources for others. 
Gass (1984) reported a study of Orthodox Christian beliefs and 
values related to psychotherapy. After factor analyzing 51 beliefs 
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and values, Gass found that three of the 'resulting factors (Orthodox 
Christian Values, SeJ.f-Reliance, Social-Practical Conformity) demonstrated 
significant differences in mean item scores between Orthodox Christian 
(OC) and non-Orthodox/non-Christian (NOC) undergraduates. 
In exploring the Orthodox Christian Values factor, Gass reported 
a number of preferences for psychotherapy. Gass found that the OC 
group had a preference for the use of prayer and Biblical material in 
therapy. Prayer and religious faith were seen as ideal means for 
responding to emotional problems by the OC group. The OC group also 
reported a preference for pastors and Christian psychologists as 
compared to secular service providers. 
Exploration of the items comprising the Self-Reliance factor 
indicated that the OC group attributed greater importance to the 
influence of God and divine guidance in their lives than to self-
determination. Items comprising the third significant factor (Social-
Practical Conformity) suggested that OCs believed societal influence 
and responsible behavior to be of lesser importance to mental health 
than faith in God and prayer. 
Overall, Gass (1984) indicated that the responses of OCs "suggest 
that they conceptualized 'mental health' from a distinctively Christian 
perspective" (p. 234). In reporting his results, Gass indicated 
the need for future research to control for a socially desirable 
response set. 
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Summary 
Comparatively speaking, more is known about expectations for 
Christian counseling than preferences. Researchers have looked at a 
wide range of expectations for counseling as a function of both 
counselor's orientation (religious, nonreliglous) and subject's 
religious orientation, although future research needs to clarify 
some of the current findings. 
Although recently, researchers have begun to assess the preferences 
people hold for religiously-oriented counselors, studies need to 
look at a broader range of clearly defined preference variables with 
respect to both traditional and religiously-oriented counselors. 
At the present, studies have seemed to focus only on the religious 
or Christian counselor without comparison to traditional counseling 
(without a religious component). Finally, to this writer's knowledge, 
there is no research which simultaneously addresses expectations and 
preferences for Christian or religiously-oriented counseling. 
Purpose of this Research 
Descriptive studies exploring expectations and preferences for 
counseling appear to be a relevant area of research for several 
reasons. First, outcome research in the area of counseling/psychotherapy 
is becoming an important focus In the literature. As was mentioned 
earlier, studies which identify the expectations and preferences 
of potential client populations are necessary precursors to studies 
addressing the influence of expectations and preferences on 
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therapeutic outcomes. 
A second affirmation of the Importance of descriptive research 
of this nature rests on the potential benefit knowledge of clients' 
expectations and preferences may have for the therapeutic enterprise. 
This knowledge could enhance the development of a common conceptualiza­
tion of the means and goals of counseling between the client and thera­
pist. In a similar vein, Sublch and Coursol (1985) elaborated on the 
potential value of descriptive research in their expectations research. 
Sublch and Coursol suggested that such research has implications for 
counseling/psychotherapy relevant to our understanding and education 
of potential clients. These authors Indicated: 
Understanding how clients and noncllents perceive 
counseling services could aid counselors and administrators 
in reaching and drawing in a larger portion of the popula­
tion in need of psychological counseling. It could also 
help therapists to better understand the perspectives of 
group and individual clients and to deal more effectively 
with situations in which there are discrepancies between 
expectancies, [preferences], and reality. 
... Educating the public about what counseling Involves 
and what it does not may help prospective clients to 
better understand what such a service has to offer them. 
Application of information about the area of counseling 
expectancies [and preferences], then, could potentially 
maximize the number of persons willing to use mental health 
services, ... as well as.ease problems that often impede 
the progress of such services, (p. 251). 
Given the potential value of descriptive studies, the major pur­
pose of this research was to Identify the expectations and preferences 
for a specific group of religiously-oriented counselors — professional 
Christian counselors. At the same time, this research also addressed 
the role of subjects' religious orientation in determining their 
expectations and preferences for counseling. In accomplishing these 
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purposes, this research was concerned with two goals. 
The first goal was to replicate Fecnlk and Epperson's study 
and to address some of the questions raised by their data. Although 
a similar methodology was employed, a measure of social desirability 
was also included in this research to determine if Christian subjects' 
more favorable expectations for counseling are mediated by a social 
desirability response set. 
Since Duckro et al. (1979) proposed that expectations cannot be 
understood without simultaneously addressing preferences, the second 
goal of this research was to extend Pecnik and Epperson's work by 
adding the dimension of preference to the experimental design. By 
doing so, it was possible to identify subjects' expectations and 
preferences for Christian and traditional counseling across a number 
of counseling variables. By incorporating the dimension of preference 
in a manner that allowed subjects to rate the importance of certain 
variables, it was hoped that a better understanding of what is really 
important to clients in counseling would be afforded. This under­
standing may be essential to future studies attempting to isolate those 
variables that contribute to counseling success (cf. Ross, 1977). 
In addition, by including the dimension of preferences, this re­
search was designed to clarify the role of religious behavior in 
counseling. Since a number of writers have pointed to the desire of 
Christians to obtain help from Christian counselors (e.g.. King, 1978), 
or at least from someone who shares their religious beliefs (Dougherty 
& Worthington, 1982; Morgan, 1982), it would seem that Christians would 
have expectations for the Christian counselor that are unique from 
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those for the traditional counselor. Collins (1981) suggested that 
religious behaviors (e.g., use of prayer and scripture) might be used 
by the Christian counselor, yet Fecnik and Epperson failed to find 
empirical support that subjects saw religious behaviors as qualitatively " 
distinct or important to Christian counseling. Since this research 
allowed for direct assessment of the importance (preference) of religious 
behaviors in counseling, a clearer conceptualization of what people 
both want and expect from Christian counseling as distinct from 
traditional counseling was anticipated. 
Beyond the two specific goals presented, this research attempted 
to clearly distinguish betweeii the concepts of expectation and 
preference for counseling. This was accomplished by the use of 
more definitive terminology to distinguish expectations and preferences 
in the survey instruments. The instrument used to tap expectations 
for counseling specifically requested that subjects indicate what they 
think will occur in counseling (i.e., their anticipation for what will 
occur). The instrument tapping preferences asked subjects to indicate 
how important certain variables would be to their counseling. In 
addition and in contrast to the majority of the preference literature, 
this research assessed a broad range of preference variables. 
In essence, this research attempted to identify expectations 
and preferences for professional Christian counselors. These expecta­
tions and preferences were contrasted with those of traditional 
counselors who operate without an expressed religious orientation to 
their counseling. This research also looked at the effect of sub-
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ject's religious orientation on their expectations and preferences for 
counseling. 
Although this research was primarily exploratory in nature, some 
hypotheses were proposed. Based on past studies, it was expected 
that significant sex differences in both subjects' expectations and 
preferences for counseling would be obtained. It was also predicted 
that when subjects' responses were controlled for the effect of social 
desirability, differences in response patterns for Christian and non-
Christian subjects would be less pronounced. Finally, given the dif­
ferences between the concepts of expectations and preferences, it was 
anticipated that expectations would be more strongly Influenced by 
the counselor's orientation than would preferences. 
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METHOD 
To address the goals and hypotheses presented, a two-study format 
was utilized. Study 1 was concerned with subjects' expectations 
for Christian and traditional counseling and Study 2 focused on 
subjects' preferences for counseling. Data for the two studies were 
collected simultaneously, although different dependent measures were 
used for each study. When applicable, methodological differences 
between the two studies are elaborated below. 
Subjects 
Subjects for each of the two studies were students from under­
graduate psychology courses at Iowa State University. The subjects' 
participation was voluntary and course credit was awarded for their 
involvement. 
Study ^  
The initial sample^ for Study 1 consisted of 236 students, 120 
2 
males and 116 females with an overall mean age of 19.6 years . 
Six of the university's seven undergraduate colleges were represented 
in this sample which included freshmen (51.3%), sophomores (25.0%), 
juniors (14.4%), and seniors (9.3%). 
^These subject samples were reduced slightly when subjects failing 
to recognize a critical experimental manipulation were removed. This 
procedure is fully elaborated later in the Method section. 
2 Overall mean age for Study 1 was determined from the data of 235 
subjects. One subject failed to provide his/her age. 
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Study 2 
The Initial sample for Study 2 (see Footnote 1) consisted of 
239 students, 118 males and 121 females with an overall mean age 
of 19.7 years. Six of the university's seven undergraduate colleges 
were represented in this sample which included freshmen (43.5%), 
sophomores (25.9%), juniors (18.8%), and seniors (11.7%). 
Instruments 
Two primary instruments were utilized in each study, a modified 
version of the Expectations About Counseling: Brief Form (EAC-BF) 
(Tinsley, 1982), and the Shepherd Scale (Bassett et al., 1981). 
The modified version of the EAC-BF was used to assess subjects' 
expectations in Study 1, and it was further modified to assess 
subjects' preferences in Study 2. Four other questionnaires also 
were used in each of the two studies: the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Questionnaire (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), a demographic 
questionnaire, the Religious Commitment Questionnaire, and the 
Manipulation Check Questionnaire. The latter three questionnaires 
were developed specifically for these studies. Machine scoreable 
answer sheets were included for the two primary instruments to 
facilitate scoring. (See Appendix A for copies of the primary 
Instruments and the accompanying questionnaires.) 
Expectations About Counseling; Brief Form 
The original Expectations About Counseling (EAC) questionnaire, 
developed by Tinsley, Workman, and Kass (1980), was designed with 
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the goal of assessing the theoretically important expectations held 
by clients preparing to enter counseling. In an extensive review of 
the literature, Tlnsley et al. identified 20 possible client expecta­
tions and generated a pool of 203 items reflecting those expecta­
tions. Using this item pool, Tlnsley et al. developed scales 
for each of the 20 expectancies. 
As a result of a subsequent item analysis, two expectancy scales 
were dropped, 68 items were omitted from the item pool, and 15 items 
were reassigned to different expectancy scales. Internal consistency 
reliabilities were calculated for 17 of the resulting expectancy 
scales: Motivation, Openness, Responsibility, Acceptance, Confronta­
tion, Dlrectlveness, Empathy, Genuineness, Nurturance, Self-Disclosure, 
Attractiveness, Expertise, Tolerance, Trustworthiness, Concreteness, 
Immediacy, and Outcome. The internal consistency reliabilities 
(Cronbach's coefficient alpha) reported for these 17 scales ranged 
from .77 to .89 with a median reliability of .82. The 446 subjects 
providing data for these analyses were undergraduates enrolled in 
introductory psychology courses at a large university. 
The final expectancy scale, the Realism scale, was not scored 
during the preliminary analyses of the original EAC because of its 
content being highly specific to particular counseling situations. 
Therefore, no reliability data were reported, and this scale has 
been regarded as experimental with uncertain validity. To get 
meaningful results, items must be selected so as to reflect the 
counseling situation Involved in a given study. 
The Expectations About Counseling: Brief Form (EAC-BF) (Tlnsley, 
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1982) consists of 66 Items from the original EAC which represent 
the 18 scales (Realism included) reported by Tlnsley, Workman, and 
Kass (1980). Presumably, Items from the original EAC with the 
greatest item-scale correlations were selected for the brief form 
scales. All of the brief form scales consist of at least three 
Items. Two of the scales (Responsibility and Immediacy) have four 
items each, while the Realism scale consists of a pool of 13 items. 
Any or all of the 13 items on the Realism scale may be selected for 
use as warranted by the experimental situation. 
Utilizing the same subject sample as in the preliminary analyses 
of the original EAC (n « 446 undergraduates), the internal consistency 
reliabilities (Cronbach's coefficient alpha) of the brief form scales 
ranged from .69 to .82 with a median reliability of .76. Correlations 
between the brief form and the original scales typically exceeded 
.85. Tlnsley (1982) judged both instruments as sufficiently reliable 
for use in research. He also indicated that the brief form Is a 
suitable substitute for the original EAC when circumstances require 
a shorter Instrument. 
As the EAC-BF is typically administered, subjects are Instructed 
to respond to the items by indicating what they expect counseling to 
be like. Each Item is prefaced by "I expect to" or "I expect the 
counselor to" and is responded to on a 7-polnt scale ranging from 
"not true" (1) to "definitely true" (7). On each of the 18 scales, 
a subject's score is the mean rating he or she assigns to the items 
comprising the scale. Consequently scores range from 1 to 7 on each 
scale. 
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Modifications to the EAC-BF Because of the nature of this 
research, several modifications were made to the EAC-BF. The in­
structions were changed so that subjects indicated their expectations 
(Study 1) or preferences (Study 2) about counseling with Dr. Smith, 
a counselor who was described to them. Subjects in each study received 
one of two descriptions of Dr. Smith on their instruction sheet. 
Both descriptions referred to Dr. Smith as an experienced, Ph.D., 
licensed psychologist who sees personal problems as a function of 
social, environmental, psychological, and physical factors. Both 
descriptions also indicated that Dr. Smith uses established 
psychological techniques in his counseling. However, one description 
specifically pointed to Dr. Smith as a Christian counselor who sees 
personal problems as also resulting from spiritual factors, and 
uses procedures with Christian origins and rationales along with es­
tablished psychological techniques. The other counselor description 
reflected a more traditional counselor by giving no indication of 
a religious orientation in counseling (see Table 1 for specific 
counselor descriptions). 
Insert Table 1 about here 
Additional minor modifications were made to the instructions, 
item prefaces, and response scales of the EAC-BF to accommodate the 
needs of the present studies. The questionnaires for Study 1 had 
instructions designed to elicit subjects' expectations of what they 
think counseling with Dr. Smith would be like. These Study 1 
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Table 1. Counselor descriptions for Modified EÀC: Brief Form 
Traditional Counselor — 
Dr. Smith is an experienced, Ph.D., licensed psychologist who ad­
vertises himself as a professional counselor. Drawing from 
psychological training. Dr. Smith sees personal problems as re­
sulting from social, environmental, psychological, and physical 
factors. Consequently, Dr. Smith uses established psychological 
techniques in his counseling. 
Christian Counselor — 
Dr. Smith is an experienced, Ph.D., licensed psychologist who ad­
vertises himself as a professional Christian counselor. Drawing 
from theological and psychological training. Dr. Smith sees 
personal problems as resulting from spiritual factors as well as 
from social, environmental, psychological, and physical factors. 
Consequently, Dr. Smith uses procedures with Christian origins and 
rationales in addition to established psychological techniques in 
his counseling. 
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questionnaires utilized the standard 7-polnt response scale of the 
EAC-BF; however, one class of item prefaces, "1 expect the counselor 
to," was changed so that it read "I expect Dr. Smith to." 
The questionnaires for Study 2 were designed to elicit preferences 
by requesting that subjects Indicate how important each of the items 
would be for counseling with Dr. Smith. These preference question­
naires utilized a slightly different 7-point response scale ranging 
from "not Important" (1) to "definitely important" (7). In addition, 
to further distinguish the concepts of expectations and preferences, 
both item prefaces were modified for Study 2. The prefaces "I expect 
to" and "I expect the counselor to" were changed to "How important 
is it to you to" and "How important is it for Dr. Smith to," 
respectively. 
Both counselor descriptions were represented in Study 1 and in 
Study 2. Half of the subjects in each study received the description 
of the Christian counselor; half received the description of the 
traditional counselor. In an effort to make the counselor descriptions 
more salient, the written instructions for the modified EAC-BF empha­
sized that subjects were to indicate their expectations (Study 1) 
or preferences (Study 2) with respect to counseling with Dr. Smith. 
Because relevant literature (e.g., Collins, 1981, pp. 52-53) 
pointed to specific processes and goals of Christian counseling, 
Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) added items to the EAC-BF that were de­
signed to tap expectations for some of those processes and goals. 
To obtain a representative sample of the processes and goals of 
Christian counseling, Pecnik and Epperson reviewed the works of 
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several writers In the field of Christian counseling: Jay Adams (1973, 
1979), Gary Collins (1980, 1981). Lawrence Crabb (1975), Clyde Narramore 
(1960, 1966), and Stanley Strong (1977, 1980). Based on that review, 
they generated 11 items presumed to be representative of processes 
specific to a Christian perspective in counseling. Subsequent to a 
factor analysis, it was concluded that the 11 items most likely com­
prised a single general factor. Thus, the 11 items were determined 
to comprise one additional expectancy scale for the EÂC-BF which was 
named Religious Behavior. The 11 items were randomly imbedded within 
the original items of the EÂC-BF. 
The Religious Behavior scale developed by Pecnik and Epperson 
was included in the present study. The content and ordinal placement 
of the scale items are presented in Table 2. The inclusion of this 
additional scale was necessary to provide data relevant to the 
determination of whether the processes and goals claimed to be 
specific to Christian counseling are really expected and/or deemed 
important by prospective clients. Thus, the modified EAC-BF consisted 
of 75 items, including items from the Realism scale relevant to the 
experimental context and from the new Religious Behavior scale. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
The Shepherd Scale 
The Shepherd Scale was developed by Bassett et al. (1981) as a 
research instrument to differentiate Christians from non-Christians. 
In constructing the instrument, the authors systematically searched 
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Table 2. Religious Behavior. Scale: Modified EÂC: Brief Form 
I EXPECT TO... 
HOW IMPORTANT IS IT TO YOU TO... 
19. Have my spiritual growth stimulated as a result of counseling. 
23. Become closer to God as a result of counseling. 
27. Learn Biblical truths through counseling. 
32. Openly discuss God and spiritual matters during counseling. 
I EXPECT DR. SMITH TO... 
HOW IMPORTANT IS IT FOR DR. SMITH TO... 
37. Perceive some of my problems as spiritual, and possibly related to 
sinful behavior. 
43. Refer to relevant Biblical passages during counseling. 
47. Look to God as the authority in counseling and the One who pro­
vides the resources for change. 
51. Encourage me to confess my sins. 
60. Help me experience forgiveness. 
68. Discourage me from engaging in behavior that contradicts a 
Biblical lifestyle. 
74. Pray with me during counseling. 
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the New Testament of the Bible for passages suggesting qualities, 
characteristics, and/or behaviors of Christians. The passages were 
pooled into categories, and Individual items were generated from the 
central themes within each category. After pilot-testing and subsequent 
revisions, the resulting scale consisted of 38 items, subjectively 
grouped into two scales: Belief and Christian Walk. Items comprising 
the Belief scale were viewed as reflecting the basic scrlptual theme 
of faith, while items in the Christian Walk scale were seen as repre­
senting a mixture of behaviors, values, and attitudes consistent with 
the scrlptual conceptualization of a Christian. Each item is phrased 
in the first person and responded to on a 4-point scale: not true (1), 
generally not true (2), generally true (3), and true (4). The Shepherd 
Scale is scored by obtaining the sum of points across all 38 items. 
Overall scores on the instrument can range from 38-152, with higher 
scores suggesting a greater evangelical/conservative Christian 
orientation. Scores for the two scales. Belief and Christian Walk, 
can be obtained by summing the points across the items comprising 
each scale. However, the existence of the two components has not been 
empirically confirmed (Pecnik & Epperson, 1985b). 
The Shepherd Scale had some early empirical support for its 
validity and reliability (Bassett et al., 1981); however, those 
psychometric data were limited and based upon small samples of sub­
jects. Using a sample of 238 undergraduate students at a large 
university, Pecnik and Epperson (1985b) provided additional psychometric 
data on the Shepherd Scale. Cronbach's coefficient alpha was deter­
mined to be .94 for the total Shepherd Scale. Correlations between 
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total scores and three indices of religious commitment were all found 
to be significant at the .0001 level. Total scores on the Shepherd 
Scale correlated with subject's self-reported importance of religious 
beliefs (_r = .71). The correlations between total scores on the 
Shepherd Scale and two other indices of religious commitment, frequency 
of participation in religious activities and denominational preference 
(mainstream Christian denominations vs. non-Christian denominations), 
were somewhat weaker, although significant (jç " .43 and £ = .52, 
respectively). 
Additional questionnaires 
Two questionnaires accompanied the modified EAC-BF. One question­
naire was concerned with demographic information (e.g., sex, school 
classification, age, previous counseling experience). The second 
questionnaire was the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Questionnaire 
(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). This 33-item measure was included to control 
for the possible operation of a social desirability response set in 
the subject's responses. 
The Religious Commitment Questionnaire and the Manipulation Check 
Questionnaire were administered in conjunction with the Shepherd 
Scale. The Religious Commitment Questionnaire consisted of additional 
questions regarding religious behavior (e.g., denominational preference, 
frequency of participation in religious activities, importance of 
religious beliefs), as well as questions concerning subjects' self-
perceptions of their Christianity and their counselor preferences. The 
Manipulation Check Questionnaire consisted of three items concerning 
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specific characteristics of Dr. Smith presented In the two counselor 
descriptions. Utilizing a 4-polnt scale ranging from strongly agree 
(1) to strongly disagree (4), subjects were Instructed to respond to 
the Items on the basis of the counselor description they had read. 
Two of the Items, "Dr. Smith Is a Ph.D., licensed psychologist" and 
"Dr. Smith uses established psychological techniques In his counseling" 
were expected to be answered identically by all subjects regardless 
of the orientation of the counselor specified ou the modified EAC-BF. 
À third item, "Dr. Smith advertises himself as a Christian counselor," 
specifically required the subject's awareness of Dr. Smith's orienta­
tion to counseling. Christian vs. traditional. 
Procedure 
Subjects voluntarily signed up to attend one of several 60-90 
minute sessions to complete the questionnaires. Subjects were initially 
instructed to read their counselor descriptions and complete the 
modified EAC-BF (expectation £r preference version). The version of 
the EAC-BF and the counselor description (Christian, traditional) 
received by each subject were determined in a random-like manner 
(i.e., the various versions of the EAC-BF were alternated as they 
were given to subjects). In addition, questionnaires were passed 
out to one sex of subjects at a time to ensure that the two 
counselor descriptions and EAC-BF versions were represented relatively 
equivalently among male and female subjects. Subjects also completed 
the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Questionnaire and the 
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demographic questionnaire at that time. 
Following a brief break, subjects were given the Manipulation 
Check Questionnaire, the Shepherd Scale, and the Religious Commitment 
Questionnaire. 
Design 
Study 1 (expectations) and Study 2 (preferences) each utilized 
a 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design defined by the interaction of subject's 
sex (male, female), subject's religious orientation (Christian vs. 
non-Christian), and orientation of the professional counselor (Christian 
vs. traditional). In addition, scores on the Marlowe-Crowne Social 
Desirability Questionnaire were used to partial out the effects due 
to social desirability. 
Independent variables 
Both Study 1 and Study 2 employed Identical independent variables. 
Subject's sex, as reported on the demographic questionnaire, served 
as a blocking variable in each study. Subject's religious orientation 
(Christian vs. non-Christian) was determined by utilizing their 
total scores on the Shepherd Scale. In both studies, those Individuals 
obtaining scores in the upper third of all scores comprised the 
3 
"Christian" subsample . Those Individuals with scores in the lower 
third comprised the "non-Christian" subsample. 
3 
Although the terms "Christian" and "non-Christian" will be used to 
label the two subsamples, this writer acknowledges the inability of any 
Instrument to definitely make distinctions between Christians and 
non-Christians. 
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The orientation of the professional counselor (Christian vs. 
traditional) presented in the modified EAC-BF was varied using the 
counselor descriptions presented earlier in Table 1. The descriptions 
were designed to hold the degree of training relatively constant 
while modifying the counseling orientation of one of the counselors 
to reflect a Christian perspective in counseling. 
Dependent variables 
The modified EAC-BF, expectations version, was the dependent 
measure for Study 1. The modified EAC-BF, preference version, was 
the dependent measure for Study 2. The score of each subject on each 
of the 18 scales of the EAC-BF (Realism scale included), as well 
as the score on the added Religious Behavior Scale, served as the 
dependent variables. 
Preliminary Operations and Statistical Analyses 
Manipulation check 
To determine the effectiveness of the counselor's orientation 
manipulation, frequency counts of subjects' responses to item 2 of 
the Manipulation Check Questionnaire were tallied for each study. 
Item 2 requests that subjects respond to the statement, "According 
to the counselor description. Dr. Smith advertises himself as a profes­
sional Christian counselor." Subjects who had read the Christian 
counselor's description and either disagreed or strongly disagreed 
with item 2 were presumed to have failed to recognize the manipulation. 
Similarly, subjects who had read the traditional counselor's description 
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and either agreed or strongly agreed with'item 2 were presumed to 
have failed the manipulation. Twenty-seven of the 236 subjects 
(11.4%) in Study 1 and 24 of the 239 subjects (10.0%) in Study 2 
failed to recognize the manipulation of counselor's orientation. 
Because recognition of the counselor's orientation was a critical 
part of these studies, the data for those subjects failing the manipula­
tion check on item 2 were eliminated prior to conducting subsequent 
analyses. Therefore, the total number of subjects for Study 1 and 
Study 2 was reduced to 209 and 215, respectively. 
Finally, for each study, a separate 2x2x2 (subject's sex, 
subject's religious orientation, counselor's orientation) analysis 
of variance (ANOVA) was performed for each of the three items on the 
manipulation check questionnaire. These ANOVAs served to check how 
well subjects were reading other aspects of the counselor's description 
in addition to the specified counselor's orientation. Because sub­
jects who failed to recognize the counselor's orientation (Christian, 
traditional) had been removed, significant differences were expected 
only for Item 2. 
Determination of subj ect subsamples 
Study 1^ To determine the two levels of religious orientation 
(Christian vs. non-Christian), the sample (N = 209) was divided 
into thirds on the basis of total scores on the Shepherd Scale, 
with 33.0% and 34.0% of the subjects comprising the upper and lower 
thirds, respectively. Those individuals with total scores less than 
108 (ri = 71) comprised the non-Christian subsample. Those subjects 
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with total scores of at least 124 (n^= 69) comprised the Christian 
subsample. Therefore, a final sample of 140 subjects was obtained for 
Study 1. 
Study 2 In a manner analogous to Study 1, the sample (N = 215) 
was divided Into thirds with 34.4% (n = 74) and 33.5% (n = 72) com­
prising the upper and lower thirds, respectively. Individuals with 
total scores on the Shepherd Scale of less than 108 and those with 
total scores of at least 125 comprised the non-Chrlstlan and Christian 
subsamples, respectively. As a result of this selection process, 
a final sample of 146 subjects was obtained for Study 2. 
Analyses of subsample equivalence 
Within both Study 1 and Study 2, statistical comparisons were . 
employed to determine the relative equivalence of the subsamples of 
subjects (Christian vs. non-Christian) with respect to demographic 
characteristics. Student's jt statistic was used to test for dif­
ferences in mean age in Study 2. Cochran's statistic (Ott, 1977, 
p. 116) was used to test for differences in mean age in Study 1 due 
to substantial differences in the standard deviations for the two 
subsamples. Chl-square analyses were used to test for differences 
between the subsamples in sex distribution, previous counseling 
experience, and university classification. 
Cochran's statistic was also used to test for differences 
in mean total score on the Shepherd Scale. Since the subsamples 
were chosen to reflect extremes in total scores on the Shepherd 
Scale, group selection cannot be considered random, and use of 
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Cochran's is somewhat unorthodox. However, the test was performed 
to assess whether selection of extremes did produce significantly 
different mean scores on the Shepherd Scale, as was expected. 
Additional analyses of the Shepherd Scale 
Although Pecnik and Epperson (1985b) provided evidence for the 
validity of the Shepherd Scale as a delineator of religious orientation 
(Christian vs. non-Christian), similar analyses were included here as 
a check on the validity of this procedure with respect to the subject 
sample employed in these two studies (combined N = 424). The indices 
of religious commitment (Religious Commitment Questionnaire) were 
utilized for these analyses. 
Reported denominational preferences were dichotomized such that 
denominations generally considered part of mainstream Christianity 
(e.g., Protestant, Catholic) were delineated from those denominations 
thought to fall outside the realm of mainstream Christianity (e.g., 
Jewish, agnostic, atheist. Christian Science, Unitarian)^. Correlations 
between total score on the Shepherd Scale, denomination (Christian vs. 
non-Christian), participation in religious activities. Importance of 
religious beliefs, and self-perception of religious orientation were 
determined. It was predicted that high total scores on the Shepherd 
Scale would be substantially correlated with those indices representing 
a greater degree of religious commitment. 
^Unitarian and Christian Science religious preferences were 
Included with those denominations falling outside the realm of main­
stream Christianity, following the convention of Bassett et al. 
(1981). 
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Primary Statistical Analyses 
To analyze the effects of the independent variables on subject's 
expectations (Study 1) and preferences (Study 2) for counseling, 
multivariate analyses of variance (MÂNOVAs) and univariate analyses 
of variance (ANOVAs) were utilized within the framework of general 
linear models. Statistical analyses used the GLM program of the 
Statistical Analysis System (1982). 
A number of exploratory analyses were performed for each study. 
All of the exploratory analyses assessed the effects of the three 
dichotomous independent variables (subject's sex, subject's religious 
orientation, counselor's orientation) on the 19 response scales of 
the modified EAC-BF. However, the manner in which an additional 
independent variable, social desirability, was utilized on these 
initial analyses varied. 
Because the literature has suggested that the Marlowe-Crowne 
Social Desirability Scale may be better understood in terms of 
two subscales (true-keyed items vs. false-keyed items) (Strahan & 
Gerbasi, 1975), initial exploratory analyses for both studies were 
performed using the two subscales as independent variables. In 
utilizing the two subscales, very little evidence emerged to sup­
port the effect of social desirability on subjects' reported expecta­
tions or preferences. Therefore, subsequent exploratory analyses 
focused on total scores from the Marlowe-Crowne Questionnaire. 
Analyses, treating subjects' total score on the social desirability 
measure as either a continuous or dichotomous predictor variable. 
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were performed for both Study 1 and Study 2. Since both the continuous 
and dlchotomous treatments of the Marlowe-Crowne scores yielded 
nearly identical results in the analyses, it was decided that the 
more interpretable, dlchotomous treatment of the social desirability 
data would be implemented in the final analyses reported for Study 1 
and Study 2. Therefore, each study ultimately involved analyses that 
assessed the effects of four dlchotomous variables (subject's sex, 
subject's religious orientation, counselor's orientation, Marlowe-
Crowne score dichotomized). In utilizing this procedure, the variable 
of social desirability was entered first in the analysis. This made it 
possible to isolate and control for the effects of social desirability, 
should it have influenced subject's responding. 
Initially, all interactions were addressed in these final 
analyses. However, because this study was intended to build on and 
potentially replicate previous research (Pecnik & Epperson, 1985a), 
it was determined that the analyses reported in these two studies 
would involve selected interactions (i.e., those interactions ad­
dressed by Pecnik and Epperson, which included all possible inter­
actions involving subject's sex, subject's religious orientation, 
and counselor's orientation). It should be noted that, regardless 
of whether the analyses addressed all or only selected interactions, 
the significant effects obtained were virtually identical. Hence, 
the more parsimonious approach of using selected interactions seemed 
warranted and appropriate to the purposes of these studies. 
Overall, then, the results presented for Study 1 and Study 2 
are based on a Subject's Sex (male, female) x Subject's Religious 
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Orientation (Christian, non-Christian) x Counselor's Orientation 
(Christian, traditional) factorial design, with socially desirable 
response set (high, low) partialled out as a main effect. MÂNOVÂs 
were performed initially, and significant multivariate effects were 
explored with ÂNOVÂs. Hays' Omega-Squared coefficient (1973, pp. 
512-514) was used to estimate the strength of association between 
the independent and dependent variables for significant univariate 
effects. This is an appropriate place to note that the extreme groups 
procedure (i.e., procedure used to delineate the Christian and non-
Christian subsamples) increases power, and consequently inflates the 
Omega-Squared coefficients slightly (Strahan, 1981). Therefore, the 
obtained coefficients should be qualified. Alpha was set at .05 for 
all analyses. 
1 
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RESULTS • 
Preliminary Statistical Analyses 
Manipulation check 
The purpose of the manipulation check was to ascertain whether 
subjects were reading the presented descriptions of Dr. Smith and 
were aware of Dr. Smith's orientation. Christian vs. traditional. 
In computing the Subject's Sex (SX) x Subject's Religious Orientation 
(RO) X Counselor's Orientation (CO) ÂNOVÂs for each study, data 
were analyzed from the 140 subjects and 146 subjects in the final 
samples for Study 1 and Study 2, respectively. 
The ANOVA for the first item on the manipulation check question­
naire, "Dr. Smith is a Ph.D. licensed psychologist," revealed no 
significant main or interaction effects in either Study 1 or Study 2. 
Examination of the means, presented in Table 3 (Study 1) and Table 4 
(Study 2) indicated that subjects were agreeing with this item, 
commensurate with the counselor descriptions. 
Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here 
Not surprisingly, the ANOVA for the second item, "Dr. Smith ad­
vertises himself as a Christian counselor," revealed a main effect 
for CO in both Study 1 (F(l, 132) = 1325.67, £ = .0001) and Study 2 
(jF(l, 138) = 1318.47, 2 " .0001). As expected and summarized in 
Tables 3 and 4, the means for item two suggest that subjects in both 
studies were quite certain of the counselor orientation reflected 
Table 3. Study 1 — Means, standard deviations, and 2 statistics for main effects of manipulation 
check data 
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 
Condition M SD F M F M SD F 
Subject's Sex (SX) 
Male (n = 64) 
Female (n = 76) 
1.25 
1.20 
0.61 
0.43 
0.07 2.44 
2.64 
1.38 
1.34 
1. 10 
1.63 
1.70 
0.83 
0.82 
0.89 
Subject's Religious 
Orientation (RO) 
Christian (n = 69) 
Non-Christian (n = 71) 
1.19 
1.25 
0.52 
0.53 
0.27 
2.65 
2.45 
1.38 
1.33 
0. 59 1.54 
1.79 
0.72 
0.89 
3.57 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 
Christian (n = 70) 
Traditional (n = 70) 
1.21 
1.23 
0.51 
0.54 0.18 
1.26 
3.84 
0.44 
0.37 1325. 67* 
1.80 
1.53 
0.79 
0.83 2.35 
Note. Item 1 = "Dr. Smith is a Ph.D. licensed psychologist." Item 2 = "Dr. Smith advertises himself 
as a professional Christian counselor." Item 3 = "Dr. Smith uses established psychological 
techniques in his counseling." Items were responded to on a 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly 
disagree) scale. Degrees of freedom for each ^ ratio were 1, 132. 
*£ = .0001. 
Table 4. Study 2 — Means, standard deviations, and 2 statistics for main effects of manipulation 
check data 
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 
Condition M SD F M SD F M SD 
Subject's Sex (SX) 
Male (n = 73) 
Female (n = 73) 1.42 0.78 2.47 1.39 1.74 0.90 
1.41 0.62 ^ qq 2.62 1.32 ^ 1.60 0.76 
Subject's Religious 
Orientation (RO) 
Christian (n = 74) 1.45 0.78 _ 2.38 1.36 _ 1.70 0.84 ^ 
Non-Christian (n = 72) 1.39 0.62 2.71 1.33 1.64 0.83 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 
Christian (n = 75) 1.44 0.68 » 1.29 0.46 .2.01 0.88 __ 
Traditional (n = 71) 1.39 0.73 3.86 0.35 1.31 0.60 
Note. Item 1 = "Dr. Smith is a Ph.D. licensed psychologist." Item 2 = "Dr. Smith advertises himself 
as a professional Christian counselor." Item 3 = "Dr. Smith uses established psychological 
techniques in his counseling." Items were responded to on a 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly 
disagree) scale. Degrees of freedom for each £ ratio were 1, 138. 
*£ = .0001. 
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in their counselor description (i.e., the subjects agreed that the 
Christian counselor advertised himself as a Christian counselor and 
that the traditional counselor did not. No other significant 
effects were observed for item two in either study. 
The ANOVÂ for item three, "Dr. Smith utilizes established 
psychological techniques in his counseling," revealed differing 
results for the two studies. In Study 1, no significant main or inter­
action effects were observed for this item. Examination of the means 
presented in Table 3, indicated that subjects were agreeing with this 
item consistent with the counselor descriptions. In Study 2, a 
main effect for CO (^(1, 138) = 25.04, 2 " .0001) was obtained for 
item 3. Examination of the means, presented in Table 4, Indicated 
that subjects were more likely to agree that Dr. Smith utilizes 
established psychological techniques if they were responding to the 
traditional counselor description. However, the mean responses for 
both counselor orientations indicated that subjects were generally 
agreeing with item three, consistent with the experimental manipula­
tion. Summary tables for the ÂNOVÂs for the manipulation check 
questionnaire are presented in Appendix B (Study 1) and Appendix C 
(Study 2). 
Equivalence of subj ect subsamples 
Study No statistically significant differences between 
the Christian and non-Christian subsamples were found in terms of 
mean age (^'(68, 70) = 1.30, 2 ^ .0500), sex distribution 
2 (X (1, n = 140) = 3.54, p = .0600), or university classification 
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(X^(3, n = 140) • 1.03, £ • .7942). The 'difference In subjects' 
reported previous counseling experience was marginally significant 
(X^(l, n = 140) • 3.82, £ - .0506), suggesting some tendency for 
persons with previous counseling•experience to be overrepresented 
in the non-Christian subsample. 
As expected, the subsamples in Study 1 differed significantly 
with respect to mean total score on the Shepherd Scale (^'(68, 70) = 
25.24, 2 < .0005). Subjects in the Christian subsample scored higher 
(M = 133.25) than did subjects in the non-Christian subsample 
(M = 93.87). Summairy data for these analyses are presented in 
Table 5. 
Insert Table 5 about here 
Study 2 No statistically significant differences between 
the two subsamples (Christian, non-Christian) were noted in terms of 
mean age (^(144) = 0.18, 2 ^ .4000), previous counseling experience 
2 (X (1, 2 ~ 146) = 0.09, 2 ~ .7651), or university classification 
(X^(3, n = 146) = 0.83, 2 ^ .8000). The sex distribution for the two 
2 
subsamples was found to be significantly different (x (1, 2 ~ 146) = 
8.89, 2 " .0029), with males being underrepresented in the Christian 
subsample and overrepresented in the non-Christian subsample. 
As was anticipated, a significant difference in the subsamples' 
mean total scores on the Shepherd Scale was noted (^'(73, 71) = 24.94, 
2 < .0005). Subjects in the Christian subsample scored significantly 
68 
Table 5. Study 1 — Descriptive data by subjects' Religious Orientation 
Religious Orientation Test 
Christian Non-Chr1stIan statistic^ 
N 69 71 
Age 
Mean 
S.D. 
20.09 
5.14 
19.25 
1.49 
_t'(68, 70) = 1.30 
Shepherd Scale 
Mean 
S.D. 
Range 
133.25 
6.31 
124-151 
93.87 
11.50 
59-107 
t_'(68, 70) = 25.24** 
Sex 
Males 
Females 
26 
43 
38 
33 
X^(l, n = 140) = 3.54 
Previous counseling 
Yes 
No 
5 
64 
13 
58 
X^(l, n = 140) = 3.82* 
Classification 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior/other 
35 
20 
8 
6 
36 
17 
12 
6 
X^(3, n = 140) = 1.03 
^t = Student's 
Pearson chl-square. 
^ procedure; = Cochran's 2 procedure, x = 
*2 = .0506. 
**£ < .0005. 
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higher (M = 133.11) than those in the non-Christian subsample (M = 90.22). 
These analyses are summarized in Table 6. 
Insert Table 6 about here 
Additional analyses of the Shepherd Scale 
Based upon the responses of the subject samples used in these 
two studies (combined N = 424), Cronbach's coefficient alpha was 
determined to be .95 for the Shepherd Scale. Correlations between 
total score on the Shepherd Scale and the various indices of re­
ligious commitment were all found.to be significant at the .0001 
level of significance. Total scores on the Shepherd Scale cor­
related with self-reported importance of religious beliefs (r^ = .72) 
and subjects' self-evaluations of their Christianity (r^ = .63). The 
correlations between total scores on the Shepherd Scale and the two 
other indices of religious commitment, participation in religious 
activities and denominational preference (Christian vs. non-Christian), 
were somewhat weaker (for both _r = .46). 
Primary Statistical Analysis for Study 1 — Expectations 
In Study 1, the Subject's Sex (SX) x Subject's Religious Orientation 
(RO) X Counselor's Orientation (CO) MANOVA, with social desirability 
partialled out as a main effect, revealed significant main effects 
for SX (F(19, 113) = 2.12, £ = .0081), RO (F (19, 113) = 2.03, £ = 
.0117), and CO (2 (19, 113) = 4.16, £ ~ .0001) based upon Wilks' 
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Table 6. Study 2 — Descriptive data by subjects' Religious Orientation 
Religious Orientation Test 
Christian Non-Christian statistic^ 
N 74 72 
Age 
Mean 
S.D. 
19.68 
2.54 
19.63 
2.21 
_t(144) =0.18 
Shepherd Scale 
Mean 
S.D. 
Range 
133.11 
6.59 
125-152 
90.22 
13.08 
57-107 
_t'(73, 71) = 24.94** 
Sex 
Males 
Females 
28 
46 
45 
27 
X^(l, II = 146) = 8.89* 
Previous counseling 
Yes 
No 
11 
63 
12 
60 
X^(l, n = 146) = 0.09 
Classification 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior/other 
36 
17 
13 
8 
33 
19 
10 
10 
X^(3, n = 146) = 0.83 
^t = Student's 
Pearson chi-square. 
^ procedure. _t' = Cochran's 2 procedure, x = 
*£ = .0029. 
**2 < .0005. 
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Criterion. None of the interactions or the additional main effect 
(socially desirable response set) were found to be significant. 
A summary of MÂNOVÂ results is presented in Table 7. As previously 
planned, significant multivariate effects were explored with univariate 
ANOVAs. Summary tables for the univariate ANOVAs are provided in 
Appendix D. Correlations between the Study 1 variables are presented 
in Appendix E. 
Insert Table 7 about here 
Main effect for Subiect's Sex (SX) 
Of the 19 expectancy scales on the modified EAC-BF, 2 demonstrated 
significant (2 < .05) sex differences when explored via univariate 
ANOVAs. The two significant scales (Directiveness, Self-Disclosure) 
demonstrated differences in mean expectancy scores on the average of 
one-half of a standard deviation. More specifically, Omega-Squared 
coefficients for the Directiveness and Self-Disclosure scales were 
.09 and .06, respectively. 
With respect to this main effect, as well as the main effects 
for Subject's Religious Orientation and Counselor's Orientation, higher 
mean expectancy scores indicated a greater expectation for the variable 
in question. For example, a higher mean expectancy score on the 
Directiveness scale represents the expectation that the counselor 
will be more direct. 
Males had significantly higher mean expectancy scores than fe­
males on the Directiveness and Self-Disclosure scales. A trend toward 
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Table 7. Study 1 — Summary of MÂNOVA findings 
Effect F* 2 
Social Desirability 0.81 .6885 
Subject's Sex (SX) 2.12 .0081 
Subj ect's Religious Orientation (RO) 2.03 .0117 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 4.16 .0001 
SX X RO 0.73 .7826 
SX X CO 1.25 .2343 
RO X CO 1.43 .1257 
SX X RO X CO 1.09 .3677 
degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 19, 113. Wilks' 
Criterion was employed in this analysis. 
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significance (£ = .0547) was noted on the Empathy scale, with higher 
mean expectancy scores noted for males on this scale, also. No 
significant sex differences were noted on the remaining expectancy 
scales. Table 8 presents the mean expectancy scores by subject's 
sex for the expectancy scales of the modified EÂC-BF, along with 
2 statistics, 2;-values, and Omega-Squared coefficients. 
Insert Table 8 about here 
Main effect for Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 
Univariate analyses revealed significant differences (£ < .05) 
between the scores of Christian and non-Chrlstlan students on three 
of the expectancy scales on the modified EAC-BF. The significant 
scales demonstrated differences In mean expectancy scores on the order 
of .4-.5 of a standard deviation. Omega-Squared coefficients ranged 
from .03 to .09, with a median of .07. Christians had significantly 
higher mean expectancy scores on all three of those scales which 
Included the Openness, Immediacy, and Religious Behavior scales. 
Subject's Religious Orientation failed to yield significantly dif­
ferent mean expectancy scores on the remaining 16 scales. Table 9 
presents the mean expectancy scores by subject's religious orienta­
tion for the expectancy scales of the modified EAC-BF, along with 2 
statistics, £-values, and Omega-Squared coefficients. 
Insert Table 9 about here 
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Table 8. Study 1 — Means, standard deviations, and 2 statistics for 
main effect for Subject's Sex (SX) 
Males Females 
(£ - 64) (n - 76) ^b 
Expectancy scale M SD M SD F* 2 0)2 
Motivation 4.09 1.13 4.39 1.08 2.50 .1163 
Openness 4.71 1.29 4.89 1.20 0.15 .6965 — 
Respons ibility 5.67 0.75 5.63 0.89 0.27 .6063 — 
Realism 3.09 0.59 2.97 0.73 0.95 .3315 — 
Acceptance 5.10 1.15 5.35 1.10 1.89 .1714 — 
Confrontation 5.07 0.98 5.32 1.04 1.20 .2756 — 
Directiveness 4.73 1.15 3.89 1.26 15.42 .0001 .0913 
Empathy 4.19 1.19 3.78 1.12 3.76 .0547 — 
Genuineness 5.98 0.91 6.32 0.96 3.06 .0827 — 
Nurturance 5.72 0.76 5.59 1.06 0.70 .4033 — 
Self-Disclosure 4.33 1.26 3.71 1.38 7.14 .0085 .0550 
Attractiveness 4.07 1.06 4.38 1.08 1.18 .2783 — 
Expertise 5.39 0.91 5.14 0.87 2.45 .1200 — 
Tolerance 4.97 1.01 5.25 1.22 0.98 .3237 — 
Trustworthiness 5.67 1.11 5.96 1.04 2.42 .1221 — 
Concreteness 5.37 0.90 5.47 1.01 0.14 .7056 — 
Immediacy 4.85 0.91 4.92 0.95 0.03 .8597 — 
Outcome 5.19 0.95 5.43 0.91 0.92 .3385 — 
Religious Behavior 3.25 1.39 3.03 1.30 1.28 .2600 — 
degrees of freedom for each jF ratio were 1, 131. 
0) = Hays' Omega-Squared Coefficient. 
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Table 9. Study 1 — Means, standard deviations, and _F statistics for 
main effect for Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 
Non-
Christians Christians 
(n - 69) (n - 71) 
F* Expectancy scale, M M 2 
Motivation 4.31 1.22 4.20 1.00 .10 .7574 
Openness 5.08 1.19 4.54 1.23 5.71 .0183 .0329 
Responsibility 5.80 0.84 5.51 0.79 3.27 .0729 — 
Realism 2.98 0.68 3.06 0.66 0.33 .5671 — 
Acceptance 5.18 1.14 5.28 1.12 0.40 .5302 — 
Confrontation 5.25 1.05 5.15 0.98 0.10 .7552 — 
Directiveness 4.00 1.35 4.54 1.16 2.35 .1273 — 
Empathy 3.94 1.29 4.00 1.03 0.05 .8221 — 
Genuineness 6.22 1.01 6.11 0.88 0.13 .7233 — 
Nurturance 5.62 1.07 5.68 0.80 0.01 .9203 — 
Self-Disclosure 4.05 1.44 3.94 1.28 1.80 .1819 — 
Attractiveness 4.38 1.00 4.10 1.14 2.01 .1591 — 
Expertise 5.22 0.93 5.28 0.87 0.00 .9549 — 
Tolerance 5.23 1.13 5.03 1.13 0.24 .6234 — 
Trustworthiness 5.86 1.10 5.79 1.07 0.08 .7792 — 
Concreteness 5.49 1.06 5.36 0.86 0.69 .4062 — 
Immediacy 5.15 0.85 4.64 0.94 12.34 .0006 .0740 
Outcome 5.43 0.84 5.22 1.02 0.81 .3704 — 
Religious Behavior 3.47 1.43 2.79 1.17 19.80 .0001 .0913 
^Degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 1, 131. 
= Hays' Omega-Squared Coefficient. 
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Main effect for Counselor's Orientation (CO) 
Univariate analyses revealed significant differences (£ < .05) 
in mean expectancy scores between the Christian and traditional 
counselor on 5 of the 19 expectancy scales. Four of the 5 significant 
scales (Confrontation, Self-Disclosure, Expertise, Outcome) yielded 
differences in mean expectancy scores on the order of one-half of a 
standard deviation. The fifth scale. Religious Behavior, demonstrated 
a difference in mean expectancy scores of approximately one standard 
deviation. Omega-Squared coefficients ranged from .02 to .24, with 
a median of .03. 
When the counselor's orientation was traditional, significantly 
higher mean expectancy scores were noted on the Confrontation, 
Expertise, and Outcome scales. Higher mean expectancy scores were 
noted on the Self-Disclosure and Religious Behavior scales when 
the counselor's orientation was Christian. 
None of the remaining 14 expectancy scales revealed significant 
differences in terms of counselor orientation. Table 10 presents 
the mean expectancy scores by counselor's orientation for the 
expectancy scales of the modified EAC-BF, along with 2 statistics, 
2-values, and Omega-Squared coefficients. 
Insert Table 10 about here 
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Table 10. Study 1 — Means, standard deviations, and 2 statistics for 
main effect for Counselor's Orientation (CO) 
Christian Traditional 
counselor counselor 
(n - 70) (n = 70) / Expectancy scale M M SD F* 2 
Motivation 4.08 1.03 4.43 1.17 2.54 .1137 
Openness 4.68 1.19 4.93 1.28 1.35 .2482 — 
Responsibility 5.61 0.76 5.69 0.89 0.68 .4121 — 
Realism 2.96 0.63 3.08 0.71 1.35 .2474 — 
Acceptance 5.30 1.01 5.17 1.24 0.45 .5057 — 
Confrontation 5.00 0.99 5.40 1.01 5.10 .0256 .0289 
Directiveness 4.32 1.16 4.22 1.40 0.00 .9745 — 
Empathy 3.91 1.10 4.02 1.23 0.66 .4193 — 
Genuineness 6.04 0.95 6.29 0.93 1.41 .2380 — 
Nurturance 5.70 0.75 5.60 1.09 0.11 .7436 — 
Self-Disclosure 4.26 1.24 3.73 1.42 4.40 .0379 .0229 
Attractiveness 4.22 1.11 4.26 1.05 0.00 .9737 — 
Expertise 5.12 0.92 5.38 0.85 3.95 .0490 .0207 
Tolerance 5.06 1.14 5.19 1.13 0.43 .5123 — 
Trustworthiness 5.70 1.13 5.95 1.02 1.03 .3109 — 
Concreteness 5.31 1.06 5.54 0.84 1.34 .2486 — 
Immediacy 4.78 0.96 5.00 0.89 1.70 .1951 — 
Outcome 5.14 0.94 5.50 0.90 4.56 .0346 .0253 
Religious Behavior 3.76 1.13 2.50 1.24 49.83 .0001 .2373 
degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 1, 131. 
0) = Hays' Omega-Squared Coefficient. 
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Primary Statistical Analysis for Study 2 — Preferences 
The Subject's Sex (SX) x Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) x 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) MANOVA, with social desirability partialled 
out as a main effect, revealed significant main effects for 
SX (F(19, 119) = 1.89, £ = .0212) and RO (F(19, 119) = 5.97, £ » 
.0001). Counselor's Orientation and the effect for socially de­
sirable response set failed to reach significance. A summary of 
the MANOVA results is presented in Table 11. Significant multi­
variate effects were explored with univariate ANOVAs as planned. 
Summary tables for the univariate ANOVAs are provided in Appendix F. 
Correlations between the variables are also presented in Appendix G. 
Insert Table 11 about here 
Main effect for Subject's Sex (SX) 
Of the 19 scales on the preference version of the modified EAC-BF, 
5 demonstrated significant (£ < .05) when explored via univariate 
ANOVAs. The significant scales yielded differences in mean scale 
scores on the order of one-half of a standard deviation. Omega-
Squared coefficients ranged from .03 to .05, with a median of .03. 
Females had significantly higher mean preference scores than 
males on all five of the scales (Openness, Acceptance, Nurturance, 
Attractiveness, and Concreteness), indicating a greater preference 
for those counseling variables. A trend toward significance 
(£ = .0589) was noted on the Responsibility scale, with higher 
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Table 11. Study 2 — Summary of MANOVA findings 
Effect 2 
Social Desirability 1.03 .4313 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1.89 .0212 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 5.97 .0001 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1.51 .0932 
SX X RO 1.13 .3306 
SX X CO 0.67 .8436 
RO X CO 0.67 .8430 
SX X RO X CO 0.81 .6894 
^Degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 19, 119. Wilks' 
Criterion was employed in this analysis. 
80 
mean preferences noted for females on this scale, also. 
No significant sex differences were noted on the remaining 
preference scales. Table 12 presents the mean preference scores by 
subject's sex for the scales of the preference version of the modi­
fied EAC-BF, along with F statistics, ^ -values, and Omega-Squared 
coefficients. 
Insert Table 12 about here 
Main effect for Sub.j ect ' s Religious Orientation (RO) 
Univariate analyses revealed significant differences (£ < .05) 
between the scores of Christian and non-Christian students on four of 
the scales on the preference version of the modified EAC-BF. Three 
of the four scales (Acceptance, Directiveness, Concreteness) demon­
strated differences in mean preference scores on the order of 
one-half of a standard deviation. The fourth scale. Religious Be­
havior, yielded a difference in mean preference scores of approximately 
one and one-half standard deviations. Omega-Squared coefficients 
ranged from .03 to .35 with a median of .065. 
Christians had higher scores than non-Christians on all four 
of the significant preference scales (Acceptance, Directiveness, 
Concreteness, and Religious Behavior), indicating a greater preference 
for those counseling variables. No other scales yielded significantly 
different mean preference scores in terms of the subject's religious 
orientation. Table 13 presents the mean preference scores by subject's 
religious orientation for the scales of the preference version of 
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Table 12. Study 2 — Means* standard deviations, and 2 statistics for 
main effect for Subject's Sex (SX) 
Males Females 
-
73) (n = 73) 
2" 
iiL Expectancy scale M SE M F* 2 
Motivation 4.24 1.20 4.50 1.27 1.29 .2573 
Openness 5.67 0.88 6.10 0.84 8.24 .0047 .0480 
Responsibility 5.58 0.73 5.87 0.79 3.63 .0589 — 
Realism 3.57 0.69 3.38 0.90 1.65 .2015 — 
Acceptance 4.99 1.16 5.53 1.20 4.88 .0289 .0255 
Conf rontat ion 5.17 0.95 5.47 1.17 1.49 .2236 — 
Directiveness 4.61 1.14 4.77 1.29 0.00 .9513 — 
Empathy 4.76 1.07 4.68 1.36 0.53 .4667 — 
Genuineness 6.21 0.80 6.38 0.80 0.99 .3204 — 
Nurturance 5.32 1.07 5.80 0.92 6.02 .0154 .0339 
Self-Disclosure 3.89 1.25 3.81 1.55 0.34 .5593 — 
Attractiveness 5.11 1.11 5.70 1.03 8.30 .0046 .0484 
Expertise 5.47 1.02 5.55 1.12 0.06 .8020 — 
Tolerance 5.07 1.02 5.25 1.20 0.17 .6771 — 
Trustworthiness 6.15 0.72 6.33 0.88 0.85 .3574 — 
Concreteness 5.55 0.91 6.00 0.89 4.96 .0276 .0254 
Immediacy 5.04 0.97 5.23 0.97 0.61 .4354 — 
Outcome 5.64 0.88 5.92 0.79 2.10 .1498 — 
Religious Behavior 2.67 1.55 3.27 1.69 0.22 .6382 
degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 1, 137. 
b 2 0) = Hays' Omega-Squared Coefficient. 
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the modified EÀC-BF, along with JF statistics, ^ -values, and Omega-
Squared coefficients. 
Table 13. Study 2 — Means, standard deviations, and F statistics for 
main effect for Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 
Non-
Christians Christians 
(n = 74) (n = 72) 
2^ Expectancy scale M M F* £ 
Motivation 4.46 1.25 4.28 1.22 0.46 .4973 
Openness 5.95 0.91 5.82 0.87 0.08 .7772 — 
Responblllty 5.82 0.83 5.63 0.69 1.14 .2875 — 
Realism 3.46 0.84 3.49 0.76 0.03 .8661 — 
Acceptance 5.54 1.18 4.97 1.17 4.97 .0274 .0261 
Confrontation 5.49 1.09 5.14 1.03 2.94 .0885 — 
Directiveness 5.02 1.12 4.35 1.22 11.71 .0008 .0695 
Empathy 4.82 1.21 4.61 1.22 1.42 .2351 — 
Genuineness 6.41 0.76 6.18 0.83 1.66 .1991 — 
Nurturance 5.73 1.00 5.39 1.03 1.98 .1618 — 
Self-Disclosure 3.98 1.34 3.72 1.46 1.19 .2771 — 
Attractiveness 5.60 1.03 5.20 1.15 1.69 .1954 — 
Expertise 5.59 1.08 5.43 1.07 0.59 .4451 — 
Tolerance 5.35 1.07 4.96 1.13 3.53 .0623 — 
Trustworthiness 6.37 0.69 6.11 0.90 3.09 .0809 — 
Concreteness 6.04 0.81 5.50 0.95 10.24 .0017 .0594 
Immediacy 5.29 1.01 4.97 0.91 3.27 .0729 — 
Outcome 5.93 0.83 5.63 0.83 2.98 .0865 — 
Religious Behavior 3.97 1.48 1.95 1.07 80.75 .0001 .3500 
^Degrees of freedom for each 2 ratio were 1, 137. 
0) = Hays' Omega-Squared Coefficient. 
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DISCUSSION • 
Preliminary Findings 
Because the preliminary analyses were designed to verify the 
adequacy of the experimental manipulations and blocking procedures, 
results of those analyses have definite implications for the validity 
of this research. These results are discussed below. 
Additional analyses of the Shepherd Scale 
The Shepherd Scale was the primary Instrument used to create 
the Christian and non-Christian subsamples for both Study 1 and 
Study 2. Although the Shepherd Scale had empirical support for 
its validity and reliability (Bassett et al., 1981; Pecnik & Epperson, 
1985b), the additional analyses included in this research provided 
a check on the scale's internal consistency and validity with respect 
to the combined subject samples employed here. These data indicated 
quite satisfactory internal consistency, Cronbach's alpha = .95. 
The validity data indicated significant correlations between total 
score on the Shepherd Scale and the other indices of religious 
commitment, .72 with importance of religious beliefs, .63 with 
self-evaluations of Christianity, and .46 with both participation 
in religious activities and denominational preference. Together 
these data suggest that the Shepherd Scale was adequate in 
assessing religious orientation. In addition, these data compare 
quite favorably and consistently with previous reliability and 
validity data (cf. Pecnik & Epperson, 1985b). Consequently, blocking 
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on subject's religious orientation (RO) based on total scores on 
the Shepherd Scale seems sound. 
Equivalence of subj ect subsamples 
Preliminary analyses assessing the equivalence of the Christian 
and non-Christian subject subsamples in Study 1 and Study 2, largely 
supported the demographic similarity of the two subsamples in each 
study. 
Study 1 No statistically significant differences were 
noted between Christian and non-Christian subsamples in Study 1 
with respect to age, sex distribution, and university classifica­
tion. Christian and non-Christian subjects were found to differ 
significantly only in terms of their previous counseling experience, 
with subjects with previous counseling experience being somewhat 
overrepresented in the non-Christian subsample. Examination of the 
frequency data obtained in this study revealed that 7.2% of the 
Christian subsample and 18.3% of the non-Christian subsample reported 
having previous counseling experience. Recent research has sug­
gested that clients anticipating counseling and persons with 
counseling experience may have significantly different expectancies 
for counseling than non-clients (Richmond, 1984; Subich & Coursol, 
1985), although another study failed to find significant differences 
(Hardin & Subich, 1985). Given the ambiguity of that body of re­
search and the fact that the quantitative difference in counseling 
experience between the two subsamples is not dramatic, it seems 
likely that the clinical significance of the differences in previous 
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counseling Is minimal and probably had a very limited impact on 
the nature of the counseling expectations reported for Study 1. 
Study 2 No significant differences were noted between 
Christian and non-Christian subsamples In Study 2 with respect to 
age, previous counseling experience, and university classification. 
The Christian and non-Chrlstlan subsamples did differ significantly 
in terms of the relative sex distribution within the subsamples, with 
males tending to be overrepresented In the non-Christian subsample 
(62.5%) and underrepresented in the Christian subsample (37.8%). 
However, sex was Included as a blocking variable in the primary 
analyses, which utilized partial sums of squares. Thus, this dif­
ference between the subsamples was controlled statistically. 
Manipulation check. 
Having removed subjects who failed to recognize the critical 
manipulation of counselor's orientation (Christian, traditional), 
it is not surprising that analyses of the manipulation checks 
indicated that subjects were aware that the Christian counselor 
was a Christian counselor and that the traditional counselor was 
not. In addition, these analyses suggested that subjects were reading 
the descriptions of Dr. Smith and were aware of the other credentials 
presented in the descriptions of the counselors (e.g., licensure 
and use of established psychological techniques). It should be 
noted that in Study 2 subjects were somewhat more likely to see 
Dr. Smith as utilizing standard psychological techniques when he was 
described as a traditional counselor, than when he was described as 
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a Christian counselor. However, for both counselor descriptions, 
subjects were generally responding in a manner consistent with the 
content presented In the counselor descriptions. 
Summary of preliminary analyses 
Overall, the preliminary analyses provided support for the 
validity of the experimental manipulations by suggesting that 
the Independent variables were adequately operationalized. In 
the sections that follow, the results of the primary analyses are 
discussed as well as their implications. 
Principal Findings — Study 1 
This study sought to replicate the work of Pecnlk and Epperson 
(1985a) by comparing the expectations of Christian and non-Christian 
subjects for Christian and traditional counseling. As before, the 
effects of subject's sex on expectations for counseling were also 
assessed. In addition, to address some of the questions raised by 
Pecnlk and Epperson, this study Included a measure of social de­
sirability so that effects due to that response set could be 
partialled out. 
Significant multivariate main effects were noted for subject's 
sex, subject's religious orientation, and counselor's orientation. 
These main effects, as well as comparisons to the data of Pecnlk 
and Epperson are discussed below. In discussing the findings, it 
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is helpful to look at the items which comprise each scale of the 
EAC-BF. This information is provided in Appendix H. 
Sex differences 
As predicted, a significant multivariate effect for sex was 
obtained; however, only 2 of the 19 expectancy scales produced 
statistically significant univariate effects for sex. A third ex­
pectancy scale demonstrated a trend toward significance. The re­
ported strengths of associations for these expectancies were rela­
tively weak. 
For all three of the scales with significant or nearly signifi­
cant differences, males demonstrated a greater expectancy for the 
counseling variable in question. The results indicated that males 
expected the counselor to be directive and tell them what to do 
(Directiveness scale), expected the counselor to know their unspoken 
feelings (Empathy scale), and expected the counselor to disclose 
Information about him/herself (Self-Disclosure scale) more than 
did females. 
This pattern of responses for males seems to be supported by 
the literature on sex differences. The items on the significant 
scales collectively reflect little, if any, active involvement 
in counseling on the part of the client. This detached, uninvolved 
orientation resembles Bakan's (1966, p. 16) concept of agency, a 
fundamental modality that is associated with males. Males, according 
to Bakan, would be agentic or have a tendency to protect themselves 
and separate themselves from other organisms. In short, then, the 
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Idea that males tend to maintain a separa'teness from others seems 
consistent with their apparent expectation for less direct sharing 
and involvement in the counseling process. 
The sex differences reported in Study 1 are puzzling given the 
results of previous research. Since Study 1 was intended to replicate 
the work of Pecnik and Epperson (1985a), sex differences of a much 
broader nature were anticipated. Indeed, Pecnik and Epperson found 
significant sex differences on 14 of the 19 scales of the EÂC-BF. 
Although the present study replicated the sex differences where males 
had greater expectancies, the 11 expectancies which were higher 
for females were not affirmed (Motivation, Openness, Responsibility, 
Acceptance, Confrontation, Genuineness, Attractiveness, Trustworthi­
ness, Concreteness, Immediacy, and Outcome scales). Although females 
in the present study had higher absolute mean expectancy scores on 
those scales (Responsibility scale excepted), those expectancies 
were not significantly different from those of the males. The large 
discrepancy in reported sex differences is particularly noteworthy 
given the research that has largely concurred with Pecnik and Ep­
person's reported sex differences (Hardin & Yanico, 1983; Subich, 
1983). 
However, in a recent study, Subich and Coursol (1985) reported 
that only the Self-Disclosure scale demonstrated significant sex 
differences. Subich and Coursol indicated that males expected the 
counselor to self-disclose more than did females. In attempting to 
explain the lack of other significant differences, Subich and Coursol 
suggested that subject sample size may be a factor. It could be that 
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sex differences on the EAC-BF exist "but are perhaps only small or 
medium In magnitude and therefore significant only when a larger 
sample increases the power of the statistical test used" (p. 250). 
This argument falls to hold, however, when one compares the samples 
used by the present study (N = 140) and Sublch and Coursol (1985) 
= 164) with the sample used by Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) 
(^ = 167). While the present study and Sublch and Coursol report 
patterns of expectancies that are dramatically different from Pecnik 
and Epperson, the sample sizes in the three studies are quite similar, 
and in one Instance, virtually identical. 
A more plausible explanation may Involve the various modifica­
tions made on the EAC-BF in those studies where discrepancies exist. 
In those studies where a broad range of sex differences In expectations 
were found (Hardin & Yanlco, 1980; Pecnik & Epperson, 1985a; Sublch, 
1983), modifications to the EAC were quite limited. Hardin and Yanlco 
(1980) only modified the instructions to include counselor gender 
and type of presenting problem for which counseling was being sought, 
while Sublch (1983) added only the counselor's gender to the EAC's 
usual Instructions. Although Pecnik and Epperson added a specific 
counselor description to the instructions on the EAC-BF, the 
counselor's description Included mostly demographic information 
and specifics about the counselor's credentials. No descriptive 
information about the nature of counseling was Included in any of 
the modifications. 
In contrast, the present study and the work of Sublch and Coursol 
(1985), which yielded limited sex differences In expectancies. 
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provided modifications to the EAC-BF of a'more substantial nature. 
Sublch and Coursol provided a short description of the typical number 
of persons Involved In group counseling for one experimental 
condition and a description of the one-to-one nature of Individual 
counseling In a second experimental condition. The present study 
utilized specific counselor descriptions in its modification of the 
EAC-BF which Included not only demographics and the counselor's 
credentials, but also an idea of the counselor's approach to personal 
problems and the nature of the techniques the counselor might use. 
It would seem that the present study and the work of Sublch and 
Coursol provided subjects with a more detailed idea of what counseling 
would be like, lessening the projective nature of the task of delineating 
one's expectations.' It may be that sex differences in expectation 
become less pronounced when more Information about the counseling 
situation is provided. 
Religious orientation of the subjects 
Subjects comprising the Christian subsample scored significantly 
higher on all 3 of the 19 expectancy scales of the modified EAC-BF 
that yielded significant univariate effects for Subject's Religious 
Orientation. These results suggested that Christians, more so than 
non-Christians, expected to be able to openly express their feelings 
in counseling (Openness scale), and expected that counseling would 
facilitate some experiential learning (Immediacy scale). Further, 
Christians expected to see spiritual/Biblical issues addressed more 
in counseling and to see the counselor as more overtly religious 
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in counseling (Religious Behavior scale) than did non-Christians. 
As with the main effect for Subject's Sex, the findings here for 
the main effect of Subject's Religious Orientation are puzzling 
given the replicatory nature of this study and the results obtained 
by Pecnlk and Epperson (1985a). Pecnlk and Epperson reported that 
subjects comprising the Christian subsample scored significantly 
higher than the non-Christian subsample on 15 of the 19 expectancy 
scales. As previously mentioned, the present study yielded significant 
differences on only 3 scales, with Christians reporting greater ex­
pectancies for the counseling variables in question on each. 
The most plausible explanation for the fewer differences in ex­
pectancies in the present study seems to be based on the forementloned 
modification of the EAC-BF used in this study. As was elaborated 
in the previous discussion of sex differences, the longer, more 
explicit description of the counselor presented in this study may have 
served to make the counseling situation less ambiguous, thereby 
eliminating a projective component in subjects' expectations. Thus, 
it may be that, when provided with more detailed information about a 
counseling situation. Christians and non-Christians have relatively 
similar expectations. Indeed, a rough comparison of the current 
mean expectancy scores for Christians and non-Christians with those 
obtained by Pecnlk and Epperson (1985a), suggests that on the scales 
where significant differences are no longer present, both Christian 
and non-Christian subjects' scores tended to regress toward the 
scale's overall mean score. 
In explaining the broad range of expectancies obtained and the 
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consistently greater expectations of Christian subjects, Fecnik and 
Epperson (1985a) proposed two potential explanations: social de­
sirability as a response set and an attitudinal set of acceptance, 
tolerance, and hope. Because the present study was designed to clarify 
the potential role of the former, these two explanations merit some 
comment here. 
Social desirability Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) reported that 
Christian subjects indicated very favorable expectations for the 
counselor and counseling itself. In addition, it appeared as 
though they presented themselves as would "good clients," suggesting 
the presence of a social desirability response set. Because some re­
searchers have suggested a connection between religiosity and this 
response set (e.g., Batson, Naifeh, & Pate, 1978), a measure of social 
desirability was included in the present study. 
Surprisingly, social desirability accounted for only a small 
portion of the variance in this study. The statistical analyses 
indicated that social desirability was not significantly impacting 
the expectancies represented in this study. Interestingly, when 
social desirability was eliminated entirely as a variable in the 
statistical analyses (post hoc), the pattern of results was unchanged. 
Hence, the prediction that controlling for social desirability would 
lead to less pronounced differences in expectancies for Christian 
and non-Christian subjects was not supported. It should be noted, 
however, that social desirability scores (treated as a continuous 
variable) did correlate significantly (2 = .0055) with subject's 
scores on the Shepherd Scale. The magnitude of their correlation 
94 
(r^ » .23) suggests only a weak relationship between social desirability 
and the measure of conservative/evangelical Christianity. In short, 
the response set of social desirability seems to have an extremely 
limited role, if any, in explaining the results for Study 1. 
Acceptance, tolerance, and hope Alternatively, Pecnlk and 
Epperson suggested that the higher scores of Christian subjects 
might be owing to an attitudinal set of acceptance, tolerance, and 
hope resulting in more favorable role expectations for themselves as 
clients and for the prospective counselor. Some support for this 
explanation exists in studies linking religiousness and lower 
levels of prejudice. However, in many of those studies, social de­
sirability has been confounded (cf. Batson & Ventis, 1982). 
Since the more favorable role expectations were not replicated 
in this study, it is impossible to affirm or dispute the proposed 
explanations of a socially desirable response set or of a more tolerant, 
accepting attitudinal set in Pecnlk and Epperson's research. It 
may be that a socially desirable response set and/or a tolerant, 
accepting attitudinal set operate when Christian subjects have limited 
information about the counseling situation they are evaluating. 
When more Information is provided, as in the present study, there 
may be less need for Christians to fall back on such response tendencies 
and the favorable role expectations that may accompany them. 
Religious Behavior scale Since one of the purposes of this 
research was to clarify the role of religious behaviors in counseling, 
it seems important to look more closely at the response pattern ob­
tained with respect to the subjects' religious orientation. In terms 
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of religious behaviors in counseling. Christians expected to find 
spiritual/Biblical issues discussed more in counseling and to see 
the counselor as more overtly religious (e.g., refer to scripture, 
pray, link some problems to sin) in counseling than did non-Christians. 
Examination of the mean expectancy scores on this particular scale 
(see Table 9) suggested that Christians saw the possibility of such 
behavior occurring as only somewhat to fairly true, or at about the 
midpoint of the 7-point scale (M = 3.47; 3 = somewhat true; 4 = 
fairly true). That mean score suggests that Christian subjects were 
not convinced that religious behaviors would occur routinely in 
counseling, although they anticipated those behaviors somewhat more-
so than did non-Christians (M = 2.79; 2 = slightly true; 3 = somewhat 
true). 
Orientation of the counselor 
Although the calculated effect sizes were weak, univariate 
analyses revealed statistically significant differences with respect 
to the counselor's orientation on five scales. Three scales 
demonstrated significantly higher mean expectancy scores when the 
counselor was described as traditional rather than Christian (Expertise, 
Outcome, and Confrontation scales). Two other expectancy scales 
yielded higher mean expectancy scores for the Christian counselor 
(Self-Disclosure and Religious Behavior scales). These results 
suggest that when a religious orientation in counseling was not 
specified, subjects expected the counselor to be better able to 
help them solve their problem (Expertise scale), and expected 
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to obtain more positive outcomes from counseling (Outcome scale) 
than when the counselor was Christian. The response pattern on these 
two scales suggested that subjects may be perceiving the Christian 
counselor as less expert or efficacious than the traditional 
counselor. 
Two other significant scales lend some Indirect support for 
the Idea that the traditional counselor may be being perceived as 
more effective. Subjects expected the traditional counselor to 
be more able to confront Incongruencles In them (Confrontation 
scale) than the Christian counselor. It may be that subjects 
expect the more active, confrontlve counselor to be more 
capable or expert. However, this line of reasoning Is highly 
speculative and not a strong element In the argument for the tradi­
tional counselor's efficacy or expertise. 
The Self-Disclosure scale may also lend some Indirect support 
for the efficacy argument. Subjects expected the Christian counselor 
to talk more about his attitudes and experiences in counseling than 
the traditional counselor. Parham and Tlnsley (1980) reported that 
students have some differing expectations when comparing friends 
and counselors as helpers. Parham and Tlnsley indicated that students 
had stronger expectancies that a friend would be genuine, self-
disclosing, Jjomediate, and attractive, while a counselor would be 
expected to be more direct, expert, tolerant, and trustworthy. 
The fact that the Christian counselor was seen as less expert and 
more self-disclosing in this study, parallels some of what Parham and 
Tlnsley reported as friendship expectancies. Although the present 
97 
findings only duplicate a small portion of Parham and Tlnsley's 
results. It may be that the Christian counselor was being per­
ceived on a more casual, friendship level and was thereby afforded 
a less expert status. However, as with the Confrontation scale, this 
line of reasoning is highly speculative and tenuous. It would seem 
that the Confrontation and Self-Disclosure scales lend only minimal 
support to the expertise/efficacy inference, while the bulk of the 
support rests with the Expertise and Outcome scales. 
Focusing on the inference that the traditional counselor may 
have been perceived as more expert or efficacious, the current 
results find some definite parallels with those obtained by Pecnik and 
Epperson (1985a). Pecnik and Epperson also reported higher mean ex­
pectancy scores for. the traditional counselor on the Expertise and 
Outcome scales. Those scales formed the basis for their conclusion 
that the traditional counselor may have been perceived as more ex­
pert and effective than the Christian counselor. Although Pecnik 
and Epperson reported other significant scales (Motivation, Concrete-
ness, and Genuineness), those scales' support for the notion of 
greater expertise and efficacy for the traditional counselor was 
founded on more speculative reasoning. 
It seems reasonable to Interpret the results of the present 
study as supportive of the conclusion drawn by Pecnik and Epperson 
(1985a). The possible perception of less expertise or efficacy 
when the counselor is Christian is curious, particularly since the 
experimental presentation of the counselor descriptions was designed 
to equate the counselors with respect to their credentials. Further, 
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the manipulation check analyses provided evidence to suggest that 
the counselor descriptions were being read. Nevertheless, the response 
pattern indicated that the Christian counselor was perceived as less 
expert and efficacious, almost as if the label "Christian counselor" 
served to override the other specified credentials. 
In attempting to explain their findings, Pecnik and Epperson 
(1985a) suggested that, historically, religiously-oriented helpers 
have been closely associated with clergy and less credentlalled than 
mental health workers. Worthington (1986) indicated that pastors 
seem to do much of the religious counseling in the United States, even 
though there is some evidence to suggest that they are not very well 
trained or skilled in counseling. It seems possible that subjects' 
expectations of a lesser degree of efficacy or expertise for the 
Christian counselor may have been somewhat reality-based if subjects 
associated the Christian counselor with individuals (e.g., clergy) 
who are less credentlalled and expert in the helping profession. 
Despite the apparent response pattern suggesting a more favorable 
impression of the traditional counselor. It seems noteworthy that 
no significant differences were noted on 14 of the expectancy scales. 
It would appear, then, that there are a number of uniformly held ex­
pectancies that are not influenced significantly by the counselor's 
orientation. 
A final expectancy scale. Religious Behavior, yielded higher 
mean expectancy scores for the Christian counselor. This response 
suggested that subjects expected the Christian counselor to have a 
counseling style that involved the discussion of God and spiritual 
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matters, the identification of some problems as related to sin, and 
the incorporation of some overt religious behaviors (e.g., use of 
prayer and scripture). In other words, this response indicated 
that subjects expected counseling with the Christian counselor to 
involve a spiritual component. 
Even though Religious Behaviors were expected more for the 
Christian counselor, the mean expectancy score for the Christian 
counselor was only slightly above the midpoint of the 7-polnt 
response scale (M= 3.76; 4 = fairly true). It would appear that 
religious behaviors were not expected overwhelmingly for the 
Christian counselor. The mean expectancy score on the Religious 
Behavior scale for the traditional counselor did not demonstrate a 
large qualitative difference (M = 2.50; 2 = slightly true; 3 = 
somewhat true). 
Although the expectation that religious behaviors will be a part 
of counseling with a Christian counselor is slightly higher than 
that obtained by Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) (M = 3.35), it still 
seems reasonable to conclude that the processes and goals claimed to 
be specific to Christian counseling in the literature may not be ex­
pectancies that subjects, particularly college undergraduates, hold 
as obviously unique or central to Christian counseling. It may be 
that subjects do not perceive religious behaviors as particularly 
appropriate or important for any counselor. (The question of im­
portance of religious behaviors will be addressed further in the 
discussion of Study 2.) 
Finally, it seems important to note that the main effect for 
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counselor's orientation was not moderated by a Subject's Religious 
Orientation (RO) x Counselor's Orientation (CO) interaction. Given 
the expressed need for counselors who are sensitive to clients' 
religious orientation (Bergin, 1980; Crabb, 1975) and the reported 
preference of Christian clients for Christian counselors (King, 1978), 
the lack of an interaction effect is puzzling. In fact, a post hoc 
analysis of some additional data in this study suggested a moderate 
relationship between the subjects' religious orientation (evangelical/ 
conservative Christianity) and their expressed preference for a 
Christian counselor (r^ = .64)^. Overall, it would seem Christian 
subjects expected counseling to be a relatively similar experience 
regardless of the type of counselor. In attempting to explain the 
lack of an RO x CO interaction in their research, Pecnik and Epperson 
(1985a) raised several methodological issues, some of which may 
also hold here. First, because this research is analogue in nature, 
it is possible that these results are an artifact of the subject 
sample employed. It is possible that different results would have 
been obtained if an adult sample was used or if individuals who were 
actually seeking counseling had been surveyed. A second explanation 
may be related to the rather generic counseling scenario used in 
this research. It is possible that subjects' expectations would 
have been different if they had envisioned themselves entering 
because the Religious Commitment Questionnaire used in this 
study had assessed counselor preference, it was possible to determine 
this correlational relationship post hoc. 
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counseling to deal with a specific problem, particularly one with a 
spiritual component. 
Principal Findings — Study 2 
Study 2 was designed to provide a better understanding of what 
variables may be really important to (or preferred by) individuals 
in counseling. More specifically, by comparing the preferences of 
Christian and non-Christian subjects for Christian and traditional 
professional counselors, this study sought to obtain a clearer under­
standing of what people really want from Christian counseling as 
compared to traditional counseling. In addition, the effects of 
subject's sex on preferences were assessed. A measure of social 
desirability was also included so that effects due to that type of 
response set could be partialled out. 
Significant multivariate main effects were noted for subject's 
sex and subject's religious orientation. These main effects, as well 
as their implications are addressed below. In considering these 
findings, it is again helpful to look at the items which comprise each 
scale of the EAC-BF. This information is included in Appendix H. 
Sex differences 
As was predicted, preferences for counseling were significantly 
influenced by subject's sex. Of the 19 preference scales, 5 yielded 
significant univariate effects for sex of subject. On each of these, 
females indicated greater preferences for the counseling variables 
in question. A sixth scale revealed a trend toward significance in 
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the same direction. 
The results indicated that females preferred more self-expre^^ion 
of feelings and emotions in counseling (Openness scale) and pre­
ferred a more active, responsible role in counseling (Responsibility 
scale) than did males. The female subjects also attributed greater 
importance to the counselor being friendly and warm toward them (Ac­
ceptance scale) and to the counselor providing encouragement and 
reassurance (Nurturance scale) than did the male subjects. Finally, 
females had a greater preference than males to be liked by and to 
enjoy the counselor (Attractiveness scale) and to have the counselor 
help them to identify and label their feelings and problematic situations 
(Concreteness scale). 
Since little has been reported in the literature on sex dif­
ferences in preferences for a broad range of counseling variables, 
these results find few ties to existing research. One exception in­
volves the work of Tinsley and Benton (1978). Using what appears 
to be a precursor to the EAC, Tinsley and Benton assessed students' 
preferences for the counseling variables of expertise, genuineness, 
trust, acceptance, understanding, outcome, and directiveness. Tinsley 
and Benton reported significant sex effects for genuineness and directive­
ness, whereby males indicated a stronger preference that the counselor 
be genuine, while the females more strongly preferred that the 
counselor be directive. 
The current results were not consistent with the findings of 
Tinsley and Benton (1978). Methodological differences may account 
for some of the inconsistency, in that Tinsley and Benton opera-
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tlonallzed the concept of preference in a"less concrete way than the 
present study. Those authors assessed preferences by asking subjects 
to Indicate what they wanted from counseling by using a 7-point 
response scale anchored by "not true" (1) and "definitely true" (7). 
The present study assessed preference by tapping the Importance 
subjects placed on certain variables and further concretized that 
delineation of preference by employing a 7-point response scale 
anchored with "not Important" (1) and "definitely important" (7). Given 
the different methodologies used to tap the concept of preference in 
this study and in the work of Tinsley and Benton (1978), it may be 
that the studies were articulating and assessing different degrees of 
preference (i.e., what subjects want vs. what is important to them 
in counseling, may be two different degrees of preference). 
Nevertheless, the literature on sex differences and sex role 
stereotyping may have some value in attempting to explain the pattern 
of responding noted in this study. A global look at the items which 
comprise five of the scales where greater preferences are noted for 
females showed that many of the items reflect a more person-centered, 
affillative orientation. For example, females' responses on the 
Openness and Responsibility scales suggest that women prefer, or find 
important, a counseling relationship where they can express their 
feelings and emotions, and be an active part of the counseling rela­
tionship. Further, the Acceptance, Nurturance, and Attractiveness 
scales seem to be comprised of items which, taken together, reflect 
the importance of (preference for) being involved In a close, enjoyable 
interpersonal relationship, characterized by support and reassurance. 
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Basow (1980, pp. 57-62) suggested that women seem to be more Interested 
in people and affiliation than men, and tend to describe themselves 
f i  
as more people-oriented. This type of orientation closely resembles 
Bakan's (1966, p. 15) concept of communion, a fundamental modality 
associated with females. According to Bakan, females would be more 
communal (i.e., not separate from other organisms, more open, more 
in contact with other organisms). Overall, the idea that women may 
be more communal, affiliative, or people-oriented seems commensurate, 
at least in part, with the response pattern noted for females on five 
of the six significant scales. 
On the surface, the remaining scale that demonstrated significant 
sex differences (Concreteness scale) seems to be less consistent with 
the literature on sex roles and stereotypes. A closer look at the 
items comprising that scale finds that all three items include 
the phrase "help me." That phrase is used in such a way that 
respondents indicate their preference for the counselor helping 
them identify and discover things about themselves or their problem 
situation. A common stereotype suggests that women have a greater 
need to be dependent upon others (Basow, 1980, p. 6). Since Basow 
has reported that belief in stereotypes can lead to differences in 
behavior, it may be possible that this stereotype influences women's 
preferences so that a counselor who provides help or allows some level 
of dependency is valued or deemed important. By speculating that 
female subjects may have been responding to the "help me" phrases of 
the items in the Concreteness scale, their pattern of responding 
finds support in the literature on sex role stereotyping. However, 
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this line of reasoning involves a substantial implicit leap and should 
be entertained with caution. 
Religious orientation of the subjects 
Preferences for counseling were also influenced by the religious 
orientation of the subjects. Christian and non-Christian subjects 
had significantly different mean scores on 4 of the 19 preference 
scales. For each of those preference scales. Christians indicated a 
greater preference/importance for the particular counseling variable 
in question. 
The results Indicated that Christians believed it important for 
the counselor to like them and be friendly (Acceptance scale) moreso 
than did the non-Christian subjects. Further, Christians expressed a 
greater preference than non-Christians that the counselor give advice 
and tell them what to do (Dlrectlveness scale) and that the counselor 
help them identify their feelings and problematic situations (Concrete-
ness scale). Christians also indicated a greater preference for 
religious variables in counseling (Religious Behavior scale). This 
preference for religious behaviors in counseling will be specifically 
addressed later in the discussion. 
Since very little is known about the preferences Christians or 
religiously-affiliated persons hold for counseling in a general 
sense, it is difficult to link the current findings to any existing 
literature. Ideally, explanatory hypotheses about the differences 
between Christians and non-Christians would be supported by empirical 
works. However, given the lack of empirical data, it is helpful if 
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we can make inferences using anecdotal evidence. 
In looking closer at the items comprising the preference scales 
where Christians scored higher, it appears that Christians found it 
important that the counselor be accepting and helpful to them. For 
example, all of the items comprising the Concreteness scale specifically 
use the terms "help me" in referring to the counselor's actions perhaps 
suggesting the Importance of a counselor who provides help or allows 
some level of dependency. In reporting the importance of the 
counselor's directiveness. Christian subjects were indicating a 
preference for the counselor to give advice and tell them what to do. 
In their responses to the Acceptance, scale. Christian subjects 
Indicated a preference for an accepting and friendly counselor, 
also. 
Persons writing about counseling from a Christian perspective 
frequently refer to God as the real counselor (e.g., Adams, 1973, 
p. 6; Collins, 1980, p. 38). If religion, or in this case, the 
Christian faith stresses the idea that God provides the example 
for counselors to follow, then Christians might find it important 
for the counselor to provide direction, guidance, help, and ac­
ceptance, inasmuch as God would. Obviously, we cannot know what 
Christian subjects were inferring by their responses, but this 
association between counselors and God, the counselor, may be 
tangentially plausible. However, drawing conclusions based on only 
three preference scales is likely suspect. 
An explanation that does not appear tenable, is one based on a 
socially desirable response set for the Christian subjects. No 
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significant effect for social desirability was noted in the MANOVA 
for this study, and the correlation between subject's scores on the 
Shepherd Scale and their social desirability scores (treated as a 
continuous variable) also suggested the absence of a significant 
relationship (_r " .05). In addition, a post hoc analysis that excluded 
the social desirability variable revealed an identical pattern of 
preferences. Therefore, it is unlikely that Christians' responses 
can be linked to a socially desirable response set. 
Religious Behavior scale In terms of religious behaviors in 
counseling. Christians indicated that it was more Important for 
spiritual/Biblical issues to be discussed in counseling and for the 
counselor to be more overtly religious (e.g., refer to scripture, 
pray, tie some problems to sin) in counseling than did non-Chrigtians. 
The mean preference scores on the Religious Behavior scale (see Table 
13) suggested that Christian subjects found the occurrence of such 
behaviors as fairly important (M = 3.97; 4 = fairly important) while 
non-Christians deemed the occurrence of religious behaviors in 
counseling as only slightly important (M = 1.95; 2 = slightly im­
portant) . 
This pattern of responding with respect to religious behaviors 
in counseling finds some clear parallels in the work of Gass (1984). 
Gass found that Orthodox Christian subjects had greater mean item 
scores than non-Orthodox Christians/non-Christians on a factor which 
he called Orthodox Christian Values. Examination of the factor's 
mean item scores, generated from subjects' responses to the 7-point 
Likert-type items, revealed substantial differences between the 
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Orthodox Christian (M • 6.04) and the non-Orthodox Christian/non-
Chrlstlan (M = 2.91) samples. Looking at the preference items comprising 
the Orthodox Christian Values factor, Gass' results indicated that 
Orthodox Christians had a greater preference for the use of prayer 
and Biblical material in therapy. 
Since there are significant methodological differences between 
the current study and Gass' work, comparisons are offered tentatively. 
Gass' study seems to indicate a more pronounced preference for religious 
behaviors by Christian subjects than does the present study. Although 
both studies employed undergraduate student populations from secular 
institutions, different methods were used to generate Christian 
and non-Christian subsamples. Further, Gass' questionnaire had an 
obvious religious content throughout, which may have placed more de­
mand characteristics on the Christian subjects. Indeed, the mean item 
score for Orthodox Christians on the Orthodox Christian Values factor 
seems somewhat suspect since scores that are very close to the endpoint 
of a scale are not typically found (M = 6.04 on a 7-polnt scale). 
The preference questionnaire used in this study had only 11 religiously-
oriented items embedded within the other 64 items. The embedding of 
the items may have decreased their salience and fostered lower scores. 
In addition, Gass reported some concern that he had not controlled 
for social desirability in his study. Social desirability was ad­
dressed in the present study, although it appeared to have little 
Impact OIÎ the results. However, it is impossible to conclude whether 
or not social desirability played a role In the more pronounced 
preference scores for Orthodox Christians in Gass' study. 
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Although the literature Is very limited in addressing the 
importance/preference for religious behaviors in counseling, there 
seems to be some agreement that Christian subjects (evangelical/ 
conservative and Orthodox) have a greater preference for religious 
behaviors and processes in counseling than do non-Christian and non-
Orthodox Christian subjects. The degree of that preference seems 
to vary across studies, however. 
Orientation of the counselor 
A significant multivariate effect for the counselor's orienta­
tion (Christian vs. traditional) was not obtained in this study. 
It would appear, then, that what is important or preferred in counseling 
Is Independent of what a particular counselor is like. This finding 
is not surprising since preference seems to be a stable variable 
owned by the subject (i.e., people prefer what they prefer apart 
from the external situation). Therefore, regardless of how a counselor 
Is described, a person's preferences should remain fairly consistent. 
Alternatively, when preferences are addressed according to dif­
ferences between subjects (their sex or religious orientation), 
differential preferences should be more likely to be evident. This 
same reasoning can also explain the lack of a Subject's Religious 
Orientation by Counselor's Orientation interaction. For example. 
Christians may well prefer different things in counseling than non-
Christians, but Christians prefer what they prefer regardless of the 
nature of the counselor. 
Finally, the lack of a significant main effect for Counselor's 
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Orientation lends support for the prediction that expectations 
would be more strongly influenced by the counselor's orientation 
than would be preferences. Indeed, a significant main effect for 
Counselor's Orientation was found in the current study on expecta­
tions for counseling (Study 1). 
Implications 
The literature concerned with clients' expectations and preferences 
for counseling is unclear in terms of the role expectations and 
preferences play in the counseling relationship. The question of 
whether or not clients' disconfirmed expectations or unmet preferences 
exert a negative influence on the therapeutic process essentially 
remains unanswered. Descriptive studies of expectations and 
preferences, which are necessary precursors to outcome studies, 
have been plagued by methodological flaws in the past (e.g., the 
concepts of expectations and preference have been poorly delineated, 
limited preferences and expectations have been addressed, instruments 
with questionable reliability have been utilized). Even though it 
is impossible to be sure of the role of expectations and preferences 
on counseling outcome, descriptive knowledge of clients' expectations 
and preferences seems important, particularly when obtained from 
methodologically sound research. This knowledge could be valuable in 
enhancing the development of a common conceptualization of the means 
and goals of counseling between the client and counselor and could 
aid in our understanding and education of potential clients. 
Ill 
This research sought to overcome some of the methodological 
problems of past descriptive research and thereby to provide a 
model for future descriptive research. In addition, this study 
sought to enhance our understanding of Christian counseling particularly 
as it contrasted to more traditional counseling. In doing so. Study 1 
explored expectations for counseling by comparing the expectations 
of Christian and non-Christian subjects for Christian and traditional 
counselors. Study 2 used a parallel process in exploring subjects' 
preferences. 
Before reviewing some of the major implications of these two 
studies, a general comment appears warranted. Together, these 
studies generated a number of significant multivariate effects. 
However, the number of corresponding significant univariate effects 
tended to be small and the effect sizes were typically weak. 
Because of the large subject samples and resultant power of the 
analyses employed, caution is indicated when making inferences re­
garding these results. 
Study ^  — Expectations for counseling 
The results of Study 1 identified a number of expectations 
for counseling in terms of the subject's sex, the subject's religious 
orientation and the counselor's orientation. These findings are 
informative in and of themselves, and they may take on additional 
meaning in comparison to those of Pecnik and Epperson (1985a). 
Although the nature of the expectancies discovered in this study is 
not qualitatively different from that reported by Pecnik and Epperson, 
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the quantity of significant univariate expectancies is dramatically 
different. The present work yielded only a limited number of signifi­
cant univariate expectancies corresponding to the significant multi­
variate effects reported, in sharp contrast to Pecnik and Epperson's 
results. 
As was discussed, Pecnik and Epperson (1985a) questioned the 
role of social desirability in explaining at least some of their 
findings, particularly the effect for subject's religious orienta­
tion where the responses of Christians seemed to be commensurate 
with a socially desirable response set. The present findings noted 
little impact for social desirability on subjects' responses. 
Therefore, the differences between the current study's and Pecnik 
and Epperson's findings were not readily attributable to the partialing 
out of social desirability in the present study. The most likely 
explanation seems to involve a methodological difference, whereby 
the current study employed more lengthy, process-oriented 
counselor descriptions. It seems possible that providing subjects 
with a more concrete description of the counseling situation, lessens 
the ambiguity of their task and eliminates a projective component in 
the delineation of their expectancies. Because this line of reasoning 
also may be a factor in explaining the ambivalent findings in the 
sex differences literature (e.g., Hardin & Yanico, 1983; Subich, 
1983; Subich & Coursol, 1985), more research addressing the role of 
descriptive information in moderating subjects' perceptions of counseling 
seems valuable. 
Finally, the results which suggest that the traditional counselor 
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may have been perceived as more expert than the Christian counselor 
merits further comment since it closely parallels the findings of 
Pecnik and Epperson (1985a). If this perception is indeed accurate. 
Christian professionals could benefit by beginning to educate the 
public regarding the new type of religious counseling that is 
emerging. This counseling involves training in programs approved 
by the American Psychological Association which also provide 
religious training (Worthington, 1986). By informing the public of 
their credentials. Christian professionals could begin to counter 
the effects of being associated with less-credentialed clerical 
counselors should that association be occurring. 
Study 2 — Preferences for counseling 
The results of Study 2 identified several preferences for counseling 
variables that were influenced by the subject's sex and religious 
orientation. Although the sex differences reported in this study 
were not consistent with the limited preference research available 
(Parham & Tinsley, 1980), the sex differences seemed to be consistent 
with those typically reported in the literature on sex-role stereo­
types and sex differences in general. With the exception of the 
preference for religious behaviors, there were no previous empirical 
data to support the response pattern of greater preferences noted 
for Christian subjects in this study. The potential preference for 
a counselor who was accepting and helpful reported by Christian 
subjects did find some limited anecdotal support in the theoretical 
literature on Christian counseling. Because the effects of social 
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desirability were controlled, the role of"that response set in in­
fluencing the results was discounted. Finally, the lack of a main 
effect for counselor's orientation was not surprising. It was sug­
gested that subject's preferences are not as malleable to external 
circumstances (e.g., counselor's orientation) as expectations seem 
to be. 
Role of religious behaviors in counseling 
A major goal of this research was to further clarify the role 
of religious behavior in counseling. As in past research (Pecnik & 
Epperson, 1985a), large qualitative differences in the expectations 
for religious behaviors as a function of the counselor's orientation 
or subject's religious orientation were not obtained. Although the 
subjects expected significantly more religious behaviors from the 
Christian counselor and Christian subjects expected more religious 
behaviors in general, the reported expectations did not appear to be 
as well-defined as was anticipated given the literature on Christian 
counseling (e.g., Collins, 1981, pp. 52-53). 
Study 2 was designed, in part, under the assumption that it may 
be more informative to assess the role of religious behaviors in 
counseling by looking at the importance placed on them by subjects. 
The information obtained in Study 2 was rather limited. Christian 
subjects reported a greater preference for religious behaviors in 
counseling than did non-Christians, although the magnitude of that 
preference was not as great as what might have been expected given 
previous research (Gass, 1984). 
115 
Overall* the results from Study 1 and Study 2 do not seem to 
Indicate that college students see religious processes and goals 
as central to counseling. Even when expectations and preferences for 
religious behaviors are found to be statistically significant, the 
magnitude of the expectation or preference is only moderate (barely 
surpassing the response scale's midpoint). It could be that people 
only expect religious behaviors from counseling when their presenting 
concern is of a spiritual nature. If that is the case, then future 
research which includes a variety of problem areas in the described 
counseling scenario may further clarify the role of religious 
processes and goals in counseling. 
However, the current studies also indicate that college students 
do not have substantial preferences for religious behaviors in 
counseling. As with expectations, it could be that people only prefer 
religious behaviors in counseling when their presenting problem in­
volves a spiritual component. Alternately, if preferences are less 
malleable to external circumstances, as has been proposed, it may be 
that religious processes and goals in counseling are just not important 
to this subject population. Indeed, a global look at the results of 
these two studies suggests more similarities than differences between 
Christian and traditional counseling. This is particularly high­
lighted by the absence of a Subject's Religious Orientation x Counselor's 
Orientation interaction in Study 1, even though the literature points 
to the expressed desire of Christians for Christian counselors (e.g., 
King, 1978). 
It seems possible that these results could be an artifact of the 
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methodology employed. Different results may have emerged with another 
subject population (e.g., adults). It would seem that college students 
at large secular universities might be less in touch with their 
Christian faith and values even though they can articulate those 
values on a paper and pencil measure of evangelical/conservative 
Christianity. Adults recruited directly from church populations might 
provide quite different expectations and preferences for counseling 
than those reported here. Although in general, analogue studies 
serve an important function in helping to identify and frame some 
issues, the analogue nature of this study may have made it difficult 
for students to even envision themselves as potential clients. There­
fore, it might be important to survey only those individuals who are 
actively considering counseling, as persons contemplating counseling 
may have more defined perceptions regarding counselors and the 
counseling process. 
To the degree that methodological issues can be dismissed, 
this research has some definite implications for the profession of 
Christian counseling. It may be that the expressed desire of 
Christians for Christian counselors reflects only a need for someone 
who carries that label and who presumably is of kindred spirit, 
rather than someone who behaves significantly different from 
more traditional, nonreligiously-oriented counselors. With the 
apparent trend toward educating persons in the area of Christian 
counseling, as evidenced by relatively new programs offering graduate 
degrees in Christian counseling, it would appear that the profession 
needs to take a closer look at what their potential client population 
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wants from its service providers. It may' be that the religious training 
provided is not as Important to potential clients as the psychological 
training accrued by traditional counselors. 
Certainly the present findings provide additional insight into 
our understanding of professional Christian counseling. However, it 
appears that more research is needed if we are to have a comprehensive 
picture of Christian counseling and the role it plays in mental health. 
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Table Bl. Study 1 — ANOVA for manipulation check item 1* 
Source df ^ (III) MS F £ 
Subj ect ' s Sex (SX) 1 0.0195 0.0195 0.07 .7927 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0772 0.0772 0.27 .6014 
Counselor s Orientation (CO) 1 0.0503 0.0503 0.18 .6732 
SX X RO 1 0.0281 0.0281 0.10 .7524 
SX X CO 1 0.0967 0.0967 0.34 .5589 
RO X CO 1 0.2200 0.2200 0.78 .3783 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.3843 0.3843 1.37 .2448 
Error 132 37.1563 0.2815 
^Item 1 = "Dr. Smith is a Ph.D. licensed psychologist." 
Table B2. Study 1 — ANOVA for manipulation check item 2^ 
Source df ^ (III) MS F £ 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.1834 0.1834 1.10 .2967 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0988 0.0988 0.59 .4433 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 221.5557 221.5557 1325.67 .0001 
SX X RO 1 0.0025 0.0025 0.02 .9021 
SX X CO 1 0.1462 0.1462 0.87 .3513 
RO X CO 1 0.1050 0.1050 0.63 .4294 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0098 0.0098 0.06 .8086 
Error 132 22.0609 0.1671 
^Item 2 = "Dr. Smith advertises himself as a professional Christian counselor I I  
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Table B3. Study 1 — ANOVA for manipulation check Item 3^ 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2 
Subj ect's Sex (SX) 1 0.5783 0.5783 0.89 .3473 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.3237 2.3237 3.57 .0608 
Counselor s Orientation (CO) 1 1.5249 1.5249 2.35 .1280 
SX X RO 1 1.0152 1.0152 1.56 .2136 
SX X CO 1 0.2474 0.2474 0.38 .5383 
RO X CO 1 0.7988 0.7988 1.23 .2696 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.3134 0.3134 0.48 .4886 
Error 132 85.7979 0.6500 
^Item 3 = "Dr. Smith uses established psychological techniques In 
his counseling." 
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Table Cl. Study 2 — ANOVA for manipulation check Item 1^ 
Source df (III) MS F 2 
Subj ect's Sex (SX) 1 0.0002 0.0002 0.00 .9851 
Subj ect's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.1041 0.1041 0.20 .6526 
Counselor 's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0607 0.0607 0.12 .7310 
SX X RO 1 0.2149 0.2149 0.42 .5179 
SX X CO 1 0.0618 0.0618 0.12 .7286 
RO X CO 1 0.3418 0.3418 0,67 .4150 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0080 0.0080 0.02 .9004 
Error 138 70.5650 0.5113 
^Item 1 = "Dr. Smith Is a Ph.D. licensed psychologist." 
Table C2. Study 2 — ANOVA for manipulation check Item 2^ 
Source df SS (III) MS F R 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.0087 0.0087 0.05 .8204 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.4917 0.4917 2.93 .0894 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 221.5761 221.5761 1318.47 .0001 
SX X RO 1 0.0674 0.0674 .40 .5275 
SX X CO 1 0.2816 0.2816 1.68 .1977 
RO :T CO 1 0.0171 0.0171 0.10 .7503 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0053 0.0053 0.03 .8587 
Error 138 23.1916 0.1681 
^Item 2 = "Dr. Smith advertises himself as a professional Christian counselor I I  
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Table C3. Study 2 — ANOVA for manipulation check Item 3^ 
Source df ^ (III) MS F £. 
Subj ect's Sex (SX) 1 0.3153 0.3153 0.54 .4628 
Subj ect's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0132 0.0132 0.02 .8803 
Counselor 's Orientation (CO) 1 14.5599 14.5599 25.04 .0001 
SX X RO 1 0.0006 0.0006 0.00 .9736 
SX X CO 1 0.0054 0.0054 0.01 .9230 
RO X CO 1 0.2392 0.2392 0.41 .5223 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.1998 1.1998 2.06 .1532 
Error 138 80.2516 0.5815 
^Item 3 
counseling." 
= "Dr. Smith uses established psychological techniques in his 
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Table Dl. Study 1 — ANOVA for Motivation expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 1.3353 1.3353 1.10 .2956 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 3.0712 3.0712 2.50 .1163 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.1177 0.1177 0.10 .7574 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 3.1163 3.1163 2.54 .1137 
SX X RO 1 0.3449 0.3449 0.28 .5972 
SX X CO 1 0.0490 0.0490 0.04 .8421 
RO X CO 1 0.6486 0.6486 0.53 .4689 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.5398 0.5398 0.44 .5087 
Error 131 160.9949 1.2290 
Table D2. Study 1 — ANOVA for Openness expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F S. 
Social Desirability 1 2.5052 2.5052 1.67 .1980 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.2287 0.2287 0.15 .6965 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 8.5500 8.5500 5.71 .0183 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 2.0132 2.0132 1.35 .2482 
SX x RO 1 0.7890 0.7890 0.53 .4690 
SX X CO 1 0.5172 0.5172 0.35 .5576 
RO X CO 1 0.6014 0.6014 0.40 .5272 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.8779 1.8779 1.26 .2646 
Error 131 196.0138 1.4963 
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Table D3. Study 1 — ANOVA for Responsibility expectancy scale 
Source df ^ (III) M F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.2141 0.2141 0.31 .5766 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.1824 0.1824 0.27 .6063 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.2337 2.2337 3.27 .0729 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.4627 0.4627 0.68 .4121 
SX X RO 1 0.2358 0.2358 0.35 .5579 
SX X CO 1 1.2329 1.2329 1.80 .1815 
RO X CO 1 0.1598 0.1598 0.23 .6295 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.5155 0.5155 0.75 .3866 
Error 131 89.5058 0.6833 
Table D4. Study 1 — ANOVA for Realism expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.0003 0.0003 0.00 .9807 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.4419 0.4419 0.95 .3315 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.1532 0.1532 0.33 .5671 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.6281 0.6281 1.35 .2474 
SX X RO 1 0.0563 0.0563 0.12 .7286 
SX X CO 1 0.0014 0.0014 0.00 .9563 
RO X CO 1 0.0068 0.0068 0.01 .9041 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.3108 0.3108 0.67 .4152 
Error 131 60.9441 0.4652 
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Table D5. Study 1 — ANOVA for Acceptance expectancy scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.1170 0.1170 0.09 .7643 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 2.4521 2.4521 1.89 .1714 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.5135 0.5135 0.40 .5302 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.5776 0.5776 0.45 .5057 
SX X RO 1 0.2951 0.2951 0.23 .6341 
SX X CO 1 0.8504 0.8504 0.66 .4195 
RO X CO 1 0.5740 0.5740 0.44 .5070 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.2655 0.2655 0.20 .6516 
Error 131 169.8503 1.2966 
Table D6. Study 1 — ANOVA for Confrontation expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 1.3786 1.3786 1.36 .2458 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.2158 1.2158 1.20 .2756 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0990 0.0990 0.10 .7552 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 5.1748 5.1748 5.10 .0256 
SX X RO 1 0.5644 0.5644 0.56 .4570 
SX X CO 1 0.2297 0.2297 0.23 .6349 
RO X CO 1 0.0024 0.0024 0.00 .9613 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.2395 1.2395 1.22 .2710 
Error 131 132.8789 1.0143 
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Table D7. Study 1 — ANOVA for Dlrectlveness expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.4731 0.4731 0. 33 .5645 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 21.8592 21.8592 15. 42 .0001 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 3.3376 3.3376 2. 35 .1273 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0015 0.0015 0. 00 .9745 
SX X RO 1 2.3398 2.3398 1. 65 .2011 
SX X CO 1 3.1465 3.1465 2. 22 .1387 
RO X CO 1 3.3798 3.3798 2. 38 .1250 
SX X RO X CO 1 2.2327 2.2327 1. 58 .2117 
Error 131 185.6958 1.4175 
Table D8. Study 1 — ANOVA for Empathy expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F S. 
Social Desirability 1 0.5556 0.5556 0.41 • 5225 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 5.0802 5.0802 3.76 
• 
0547 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0686 0.0686 0.05 
• 
8221 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.8871 0.8871 0.66 
• 
4193 
SX X RO 1 0.9637 0.9637 0.71 
• 
4000 
SX X CO 1 0.0059 0.0059 0.00 
• 
9474 
RO X CO 1 0.1276 0.1276 0.09 
• 
7591 
SX X RO X CO 1 2.5968 2.5968 1.92 
• 
1680 
Error 131 177.0408 1.3515 
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Table D9. Study 1 — ANOVA for Genuineness expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.0994 0.0994 0.11 .7391 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 2.7285 2.7285 3.06 .0827 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.1123 0.1123 0.13 .7233 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.2540 1.2540 1.41 .2380 
SX X RO 1 0.5371 0.5371 0.60 .4392 
SX X CO 1 0.2565 0.2565 0.29 .5927 
RO X CO 1 0.3842 0.3842 0.43 .5128 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.1000 0.1000 0.11 .7383 
Error 131 116.8926 0.8923 
Table DIO. Study 1 - ANOVA for Nurturance expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) M F R 
Social Desirability 1 1.1236 1.1236 1.36 .2464 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.5827 0.5827 0.70 .4033 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0083 0.0083 0.01 .9203 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0891 0.0891 0.11 .7436 
SX X RO 1 3.2410 3.2410 3.91 .0501 
SX X CO 1 0.5190 0.5190 0.63 .4302 
RO X CO 1 1.4067 1.4067 1.70 .1950 
SX X RO X CO 1 4.8116 4.8116 5.80 .0174 
Error 131 108.5865 0.8289 
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Table DU. Study 1 — ANOVA for Self-Disclosure expectancy scale 
Source df M (III) Mi F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.3254 0.3254 0.19 .6662 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 12.4288 12.4288 7.14 .0085 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 3.1351 3.1351 1.80 .1819 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 7.6531 7.6531 4.40 .0379 
SX X RO 1 1.3582 1.3582 0.78 .3787 
SX X CO 1 0.7176 0.7176 0.41 .5220 
RO X CO 1 0.7473 0.7473 0.43 .5135 
SX X RO X CO 1.5507 1.5507 0.89 .3470 
Error 131 228.0273 1.7407 
Table D12. Study 1 — ANOVA for Attractiveness expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.3101 0.3101 0.28 .5948 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.2924 1.2924 1.18 .2783 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.1878 2.1878 2.01 .1591 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0012 0.0012 0.00 .9737 
SX X RO 1 2.4176 2.4176 2.22 .1389 
SX X CO 1 0.7962 0.7962 0.73 .3944 
RO X CO 1 7.2130 7.2130 6.61 .0112 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.5390 0.5390 0.49 .4833 
Error 131 142.8715 1.0906 
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Table DIS. Study 1 — ANOVA for Expertise expectancy scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.3039 0.3039 0.39 .5355 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.9284 1.9284 2.45 .1200 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0025 0.0025 0.00 .9549 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 3.1084 3.1084 3.95 .0490 
SX X RO 1 0.1308 0.1308 0.17 .6843 
SX X CO 1 0.3775 0.3775 0.48 .4899 
RO X CO 1 0.8466 0.8466 1.08 .3017 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.7420 1.7420 2.21 .1393 
Error 131 103.1447 0.7874 
Table D14. Study 1 — ANOVA for Tolerance expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 6.3264 6.3264 4.97 .0274 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.2484 1.2484 0.98 .3237 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.3081 0.3081 0.24 .6234 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.5493 0.5493 0.43 .5123 
SX X RO 1 0.1462 0.1462 0.11 .7352 
SX X CO 1 1.2256 1.2256 0.96 .3281 
RO X CO 1 0.0574 0.0574 0.05 .8322 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.1399 0.1399 0.11 .7407 
Error 131 166.6432 1.2721 
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Table D15. Study 1 — ANOVA for Trustworthiness expectancy scale 
Source df M (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.0177 0.0177 0.02 .9022 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 2.8234 2.8234 2.42 .1221 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0921 0.0921 0.08 .7792 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.2068 1.2068 1.03 .3109 
SX X RO 1 3.0831 3.0831 2.64 .1064 
SX X CO 1 0.0813 0.0813 0.07 ,7922 
RO X CO 1 0.7820 0.7820 0.67 .4144 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.1598 1.1598 0.99 .3205 
Error 131 152.7763 1.1662 
Table D16. Study 1 — ANOVA for Concreteness expectancy scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.2390 0.2390 0.25 .6157 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.1353 0.1353 0.14 .7056 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.6555 0.6555 0.69 .4062 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.2679 1.2679 1.34 .2486 
SX X RO 1 0.2937 0.2937 0.31 .5779 
SX X CO 1 1.2762 1.2762 1.35 .2470 
RO X CO 1 0.1575 0.1575 0.17 .6836 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.2047 0.2047 0.22 .6422 
Error 131 123.6540 0.9439 
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Table D17. Study 1 — ANOVA for Immediacy expectancy scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 0.6922 0.6922 0.87 .3537 
Subject's Sex (SX) 0.0251 0.0251 0.03 .8597 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 9.8577 9.8577 12.34 .0006 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1.3550 1.3550 1.70 .1951 
SX X RO 0.5898 0.5898 0.74 .3918 
SX X CO 0.5654 0.5654 0.71 .4018 
RO X CO 0.1358 0.1358 0.17 .6808 
SX X RO X CO 3.6869 3.6869 4.61 .0335 
Error 13 104.6701 0.7990 
Table D18. Study 1 — ANOVA for Outcome expectancy scale 
Source df ^ (III) F 2. 
Social Desirability 0.9222 0.9222 1.07 .3028 
Subject's Sex (SX) 0.7953 0.7953 0.92 .3385 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 0.6963 0.6963 0.81 .3704 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 3.9296 3.9296 4.56 .0346 
SX X RO 0.4085 0.4085 0.47 .4924 
SX X CO 0.2085 0.2085 0.24 .6236 
RO X CO 0.2725 0.2725 0.32 .5749 
SX X RO X CO 0.4955 0.4955 0.57 .4497 
Error 13 112.8919 0.8618 
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Table D19. Study 1 — ANOVA for Religious Behavior expectancy scale 
Source df (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.1836 0.1836 0.14 .7040 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.6211 1.6211 1.28 .2600 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 25.0739 25.0739 19.80 .0001 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 63.1132 63.1132 49.83 .0001 
SX X RO 1 0.4918 0.4918 0.39 .5343 
SX X CO 1 1.5360 1.5360 1.21 .2728 
RO X CO 1 0.2612 0.2612 0.21 .6505 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.1912 1.1912 0.94 .3339 
Error 131 165.9244 1.2666 
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APPENDIX E. 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VARIABLES — 
STUDY 1 
Table El. Correlations of Independent and dependent variables for 
Study 1 (ii = 140) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Social De­
sirability* 
.08 ^18 -.04 -.04 .17 .21 -.00 .03 .15 
2. Subj ect's 
Sex 
.16 -.11 .14 .07 -.02 -.09 .11 .12 
3. Subject's 
Religious 
Orientation 
-.10 .05 .22 .17 -.07 -.04 .05 
4. Counselor's 
Orientation 
-.16 -.10 -.05 —. 08 .06 -.20 
5. Motivation .20 .14 -.04 .10 .24 
6. Openness .45 -.18 .25 .40 
7. 
8. 
Responsibility 
Realism 
— .08 .21 
.01 
.40 
-.01 
9. Acceptance .36 
10. Confrontation 
11. Directiveness 
12. Empathy 
13. Genuineness 
14. Nurturance 
15. Self-Disclosure 
16. Attractiveness 
17. Expertise 
18. Tolerance 
19. Trustworthiness 
20. Concreteness 
21. Immediacy 
22. Outcome 
23. Religious 
Behavior 
^Social Desirability correlations are based on Marlowe-Crowne 
scores treated as a continuous variable. 
p < .05. 
p < .01. 
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APPENDIX F. 
SUMMARY TABLES FOR UNIVARIATE ANOVAs — 
STUDY 2 
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Table Fl. Study 2 — ANOVA for Motivation preference scale 
Source df (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 1.2411 1.2411 0.79 .3751 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 2.0279 2.0279 1.29 .2573 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.7257 0.7257 0.46 .4973 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.1123 0.1123 0.07 .7893 
SX X RO 1 0.0744 0.0744 0.05 .8278 
SX X CO 1 0.0587 0.0587 0.04 .8468 
RO X CO 1 0.5357 0.5357 0.34 .5597 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.6010 1.6010 1.02 .3139 
Error 137 214.6880 1,5671 
Table F2. Study 2 — ANOVA for Openness preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.0366 0.0366 0.05 .8260 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 6.2233 6.2233 8.24 .0047 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 0.0607 0.0607 0.08 .7772 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.3170 1.3170 1.74 .1888 
SX X RO 1 0.5472 0.5472 0.72 .3960 
SX X CO 1 0.7073 0.7073 0.94 .3348 
RO X CO 1 0.3775 0.3775 0.50 .4807 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.3598 0.3598 0.48 .4912 
Error 137 103.4324 0.7550 
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Table F3. Study 2 — ANOVA for Responsibility preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.1839 0.1839 0.31 .5765 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 2.1301 2.1301 3.63 .0589 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.6693 0.6693 1.14 .2875 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0152 0.0152 0.03 .8725 
SX X RO 1 1.0578 1.0578 1.80 .1817 
SX X CO 1 0.8523 0.8523 1.45 .2303 
RO X CO 1 0.0370 0.0370 0.06 .8021 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0042 0.0042 0.01 .9329 
Error 137 80.4235 0.5870 
Table F4. Study 2 — ANOVA for Realism preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.3955 0.3955 0.61 .4378 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.0757 1.0757 1.65 .2015 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.0186 0.0186 0.03 .8661 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0890 0.0890 0.14 .7126 
SX X RO 1 0.9511 0.9511 1.46 .2296 
SX X CO 1 0.0620 0.0620 0.09 .7584 
RO X CO 1 0.7897 0.7897 1.21 .2734 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0209 0.0209 0.03 .8582 
Error 137 89.4806 0.6531 
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Table F5. Study 2 — ANOVA for Acceptance preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.4574 0.4574 0.33 .5638 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 6.6611 6.6611 4.88 .0289 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 6.7885 6.7885 4.97 .0274 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0284 0.0284 0.02 .8856 
SX X RO 1 3.4668 3.4668 2.54 .1134 
SX X CO 1 0.4078 0.4078 0.30 .5857 
RO X CO 1 1.0419 1.0419 0.76 .3840 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.4584 0.4584 0.34 .5634 
Error 137 187.1427 1.3660 
Table F6. Study 2 — ANOVA for Confrontation preference scale 
Source df SS (III) M F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.1923 0.1923 0.17 .6847 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.7353 1.7353 1.49 .2236 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 3.4183 3.4183 2.94 .0885 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.4480 0.4480 0.39 .5355 
SX X RO 1 0.1694 0.1694 0.15 .7031 
SX X CO 1 0.0014 0.0014 0.00 .9721 
RO X CO 1 0.2937 0.2937 0.25 .6158 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.2554 0.2554 0.22 .6398 
Error 137 159.0673 1.1611 
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Table F7. Study 2 — ANOVA for Dlrectlveness preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.1666 0.1666 0. 12 .7300 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.0052 0.0052 0. 00 .9513 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 16.3187 16.3187 11. 71 .0008 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 4.0492 4.0492 2. 91 .0905 
SX X RO 1 1.2129 1.2129 0. 87 .3524 
SX X CO 1 0.0790 0.0790 0. 06 .8121 
RO X CO 1 0.7564 0.7564 0. 54 .4625 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0890 0.0809 0. 06 .8099 
Error 137 190.8474 1.3930 
Table F8. Study 2 — ANOVA for Empathy preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) M F R 
Social Desirability 1 0.0728 0.0728 0.05 . 8264 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.8034 0.8034 0.53 
• 
4667 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.1441 2.1441 1.42 
• 
2351 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.8806 1.8806 1.25 
• 
2660 
SX X RO 1 0.0987 0.0987 0.07 
• 
7985 
SX X CO 1 0.0002 0.0002 0.00 
• 
9903 
RO X CO 1 1.2586 1.2586 0.83 
• 
3625 
SX X RO X CO 1 3.7491 3.^7491 2.49 
• 
1171 
Error 137 206.5805 1.5079 
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Table F9. Study 2 — ANOVA for Genuineness preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.7068 0.7068 1.08 .3009 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.6520 0.6520 0.99 .3204 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 1.0914 1.0914 1.66 .1991 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.1550 0.1550 0.24 .6276 
SX X RO 1 0.0000 0.0000 0.00 .9978 
SX X CO 1 0.1833 0.1833 0.28 .5978 
RO X CO 1 0.1797 0.1797 0.27 .6014 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.1090 0.1090 0.17 .6841 
Error 137 89.8090 0.6555 
Table FIO. Study 2 — ANOVA for Nurturance preference scale 
Source df (III) MS F S. 
Social Desirability 1 0.4341 0.4341 0.43 .5149 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 6.1304 6.1304 6.02 .0154 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.0148 2.0148 1.98 .1618 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0893 0.0893 0.09 .7676 
SX X RO 1 0.9234 0.9234 0.91 .3426 
SX X CO 1 0.2792 0.2792 0.27 .6014 
RO X CO 1 0.1024 0.1024 0.10 .7516 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.1010 0.1010 0.10 .7533 
Error 137 139.4941 1.0182 
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Table Fil. Study 2 — ANOVA for Self-Disclosure preference scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2. 
Social Desirability 1 9.4186 9.4186 4.82 .0299 
Subject's Sex (SX) . 1 0.6700 0.6700 0.34 .5593 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.3285 2.3285 1.19 .2771 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.2666 1.2666 0.65 .4223 
SX X RO 1 2.2227 2.2227 1.14 .2882 
SX X CO 1 0.3424 0.3424 0.18 .6763 
RO X CO 1 0.0686 0.0686 0.04 .8518 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0624 0.0624 0.03 .8585 
Error 137 267.8911 1.9554 
Table F12. Study 2 — ANOVA for Attractiveness preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 1.2505 1.2505 1.08 .3014 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 9.6428 9.6428 8.30 .0046 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 1.9668 1.9668 1.69 .1954 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0069 0.0069 0.01 .9386 
SX X RO 1 0.4488 0.4488 0.39 .5353 
SX X CO 1 1.1726 1.1726 1.01 .3169 
RO X CO 1 0.2994 0.2994 0.26 .6126 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0046 0.0046 0.00 .9500 
Error 137 159.1956 1.1620 
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Table F13. Study 2 — ANOVA for Expertise preference scale 
Source df (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.0528 0.0528 0.04 .8339 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.0755 0.0755 0.06 .8020 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 0.7017 0.7017 0.59 .4451 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0436 0.0436 0.04 .8490 
SX X RO 1 0.9065 0.9065 0.76 .3856 
SX X CO 1 0.1336 0.1336 0.11 .7388 
RO X CO 1 0.1283 0.1283 0.11 .7439 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.1266 0.1266 0.11 .7455 
Error 137 163.9479 1.1967 
Table F14. Study 2 — ANOVA for Tolerance preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.0166 0.0166 0.01 .9084 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.2170 0.2170 0.17 .6771 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 4.4033 4.4033 3.53 .0623 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0557 0.0557 0.04 .8329 
SX X RO 1 0.7825 0.7825 0.63 .4296 
SX X CO 1 1.6868 1.6868 1.35 .2468 
RO X CO 1 0.0438 0.0438 0.04 .8516 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.3984 0.3984 0.32 .5728 
Error 137 170.7760 1.2465 
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Table F15. Study 2 — ANOVA for Trustworthiness preference scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F 2 
Social Desirability 1 0.5559 0.5559 0.86 .3553 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.5512 0.5512 0.85 .3574 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 1.9982 1.9982 3.09 .0809 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.0111 1.0111 1.56 .2132 
SX X RO 1 0.0512 0.0512 0.08 .7788 
SX X CO 1 0.3647 0.3647 0.56 .4538 
RO X CO 1 0.7061 0.7061 1.09 .2978 
SX X RO X CO 1 1.1307 1.1307 1.75 .1882 
Error 137 88.5505 0.6464 
Table F16. Study 2 — ANOVA for Concreteness preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.0565 0.0565 0.07 .7877 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 3.8489 3.8489 4.96 .0276 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 7.9470 7.9470 10.24 .0017 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 1.7437 1.7437 2.25 .1362 
SX X RO 1 0.0016 0.0016 0.00 .9642 
SX X CO 1 0.0322 0.0322 0.04 .8389 
RO X CO 1 0.0002 0.0002 0.00 .9883 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0003 0.0003 0.00 .9843 
Error 137 106.3515 0.7763 
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Table F17. Study 2 — ANOVA for Immediacy preference scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.0528 0.0528 0.06 .8140 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.5808 0.5808 0.61 .4354 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 3.0999 3.0999 3.27 .0729 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0793 0.0793 0.08 .7730 
SX X RO 1 0.2528 0.2528 0.27 .6067 
SX X CO 1 0.2980 0.2980 0.31 .5762 
RO X CO 1 0.4203 0.4203 0.44 .5069 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.6706 0.6706 0.71 .4021 
Error 137 130.0418 0.9492 
Table FIB. Study 2 — ANOVA for Outcome preference scale 
Source df ^ (III) Mi F £ 
Social Desirability 1 0.2652 0.2652 0.38 .5397 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 1.4716 1.4716 2.10 .1498 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 2.0906 2.0906 2.98 .0865 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 0.0016 0.0016 0.00 .9621 
SX X RO 1 0.3042 0.3042 0.43 .5113 
SX X CO 1 1.0625 1.0625 1.51 .2205 
RO X CO 1 0.0868 0.0868 0.12 .7256 
SX X RO X CO 1 0.0404 0.0404 0.06 .8107 
Error 137 96.0935 0.7014 
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Table F19. Study 2 — ANOVA for Religious Behavior preference scale 
Source df SS (III) MS F £ 
Social Desirability 1 1.4862 1.4862 0.89 .3475 
Subject's Sex (SX) 1 0.3714 0.3714 0.22 .6382 
Subject's Religious Orientation (RO) 1 135.0462 135.0462 80.75 .0001 
Counselor's Orientation (CO) 1 6.4405 6.4405 3.85 .0517 
SX X RO 1 1.1371 1.1371 0.68 .4110 
SX X CO 1 3.1048 3.1048 1.86 .1753 
RO X CO 1 0.2028 0.2028 0.12 .7282 
SX X RO X CO 1 2.4448 2.4448 1.46 .2287 
Error 137 229.1209 1.6724 
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APPENDIX G. 
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN VARIABLES -
STUDY 2 
Table 61. Correlations of Independent and dependent variables for 
Study 2 (n = 146) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1. Social De­
sirability® 
.03 .06 .07 -.03 .01 .05 -.05 .09 -.03 
2. Subj ect's 
Sex 
.25 .04 .11 .24 .19 -.11 .22 .14 
3. Subj ect's 
Religious 
Orientation 
.08 .07 .07 .13 -.02 .24 .16 
4. Counselor's 
Orientation 
-.05 -.11 .00 -.05 -.00 -.05 
5. Motivation . 46 3^6 .06 .19 .19 
6. Openness .55 -.03 .38 .29 
7. Responsibility .11 .25 .37 
8. Realism .24 .28 
9. Acceptance .42 
10. Confrontation 
11. Directiveness 
12. Empathy 
13. Genuineness 
14. Nurturance 
15. Self-Disclosure 
16. Attractiveness 
17. Expertise 
18. Tolerance 
19. Trustworthiness 
20. Concreteness 
21. Immediacy 
22. Outcome 
23. Religious 
Behavior 
^Social Desirability correlations are based on Marlowe-Crowne 
scores treated as a continuous variable. 
11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
.11 .07 .08 -.01 .24 .11 .03 .01 -.01 .03 -.04 .07 .04 
.07 -.03 .11 .24 -.03 .27 .04 .08 .12 .24 .10 .16 .18 
.28 .09 .15 .16 .09 .18 .08 .18 .16 .30 .17 .18 .62 
-.12 -.05 .06 .03 -.05. .04 .04 .00 .09 -.10 -.03 .02 .16 
.07 .19 ^22  .22 -.03 .jl .22 .18 .23 .27 .44 .35 .05 
.14 .33 .48 .45 .12 .34 .29 .50 .49 .62 .55 .09 
.12 .17 .41 .36 .15 .29 .23 .28 .37 .50 .57 .60 .15 
.52 .33 .06 .20 .18 .22 .26 .38 .13 .21 .19 .15 .20 
Al .56 .60 .29 .54 .42 .64 .61 .36 .30 .32 .29 
.23 .35 .37 .36 .22 .39 .44 .42 .40 jM .44 .33 
z54 .15 .34 m .25 .49 .43 .26 ^42 .22 .11 3^8 
.30 .43 .24 .20 .61 .37 .35 .43 .39 .2^  .20 
m .09 .41 .37 .48 .71 .42 .35 .42 .03 
.23 .29 .53 .50 .65 .54 .39 .41 .15 
.14 .18 .31 .12 .14 .21 .22 .29 
.21 .41 .32 .32 .31 .31 .19 
.39 .49 .57 .35 .34 .22 
.51 .37 .28 .36 .24 
.52 .34 .J8 .14 
.47 .53 .25 
.57 .25 
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APPENDIX H. 
ASSIGNMENT OF ITEMS TO SCALES: 
MODIFIED EAC; BRIEF FORM 
